
From: Gloria Spiess
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: negron.joe.web@flsenate.gov; debbiemayfield@myfloridahouse.gov; posey@house.gov
Subject: AAF
Date: Wednesday, September 24, 2014 9:24:08 AM

I do not want AAF and neither do the other residents of Vero Beach. There is no need to discuss improving RR
 crossings, train tracks or how fast the trains will move.  We do not want fast trains plowing through our community
 and disrupting traffic and increasing noise.
Forget it.  We do not want the fast trains and extra freight.
Gloria Spiess and Ray Spiess

Sent from my iPad
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From: Ed Martin
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Friday, September 26, 2014 9:53:23 AM

Please do not allow All Aboard Florida to proceed.  It will not pass through highly populated
 areas like Boston, D.C. or New York.  It will bisect tiny towns along the Treasure Coast of
 Florida and disrupt this last bastion of the unspoiled territory.  Fly commuter plans from
 existing airports on a regular basis.  Why the big push to get from Orlando to Miami?  We
 already have in place I75, I95 and the Turnpike.  Leave the existing rail line for freight as
 intended.  That traffic will increase significantly when the Panama Canal widening is
 completed.  If you must have a fast passenger train, place it along the turnpike where people
 can embark and disembark at more locations.  Let Disney help pay for it.  Soon we will have
 self driving cars which I believe will make passenger trains obsolete.  Trains will be used to
 haul freight not people at least in this part of Florida.  Please think this one through.  It will
 effect lots of people and as we know AMTRAK is having a tough go.  Who will want to sit on a
 train with screaming kids waiting to see Mickey Mouse or listen to people yack on their cell
 phones ad infinitum when one can take his or her own car with peace and quiet and have it
 drive itself?  This is not the future, it is happening now and will be operational soon.  People
 are becoming more reclusive due to all the electronic gadgets at our disposal.  Save your
 money and make do with what is already in place and functioning adequately for a couple
 more years.  The future is not what it used to be.  AAF will be obsolete before it is completed.
 
Ed Martin
Fort Pierce, FL

mailto:efm19@att.net
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From: Newmans Power systems
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Friday, September 26, 2014 11:27:57 AM

Rail traffic is already an issue in our area at many times during the  day. Adding even more with the
 “all aboard florida” ideas is bad. The impact on smaller communities will also be detrimental to their
 peace and quiet. We are against it.
 
Gene Seissiger
Newmans Power Systems
772-465-2490
www.newmanpowersystems.com
 

This email is free from viruses and malware because avast! Antivirus
 protection is active.
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From: Jacqueline Leopold
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Friday, September 26, 2014 2:29:07 PM

We are extremely concerned about the additional noise of trains blowing their horns all during
 the night. It's already bad enough - why do the trains have to blow horns in the middle of the 
night?

Also, we are very concerned about the terrible effect AAF will have on traffic at bridges due 
to tie ups of boat traffic caused by the additional trains going over train bridges.

And lastly, we do not see that AAF will actually benefit residents of Florida. It's not like it's 
going to be great public transportation - as in a commuter railway. The routes and the stops 
don't make any sense to us.

Jacqueline Rood Leopold
jacqueleop@gmail.com
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From: Evelyn
To: AAF_comments@vhb.com.
Subject: AAF
Date: Thursday, October 2, 2014 2:52:20 PM

To whom it may concern,
 
I have many great concerns about All About Florida.  Several are listed below.
 
1)  The impact study is funded and information provided for it by All About Florida.  How can
 this be an unbiased report?
2)  Where does the study that supports the claim that there are thousands of people who want
 take a train from Miami/Ft. Lauderdale to Orlando and back originate from?  Is it unbiased? 
 Is it factual?
3)  What assurances (collateral) have been established to ascertain that AAF will be able to
 pay back the 1.6 BILLION dollar tax payer (government) loan? 
4)  Why has the AAF not proposed that the 16 round trip trains use the western rail tracks
 instead of the highly populated eastern tracks?  That would greatly decrease the noise,
 congestion and financial impact of this project.
5)  Who really benefits from this train?  The taxpayer?  Will we receive any financial
 rewards from this project?
 
I could go on but I think KISS is a good policy.  Please scrutinize this project and all
 information given or received carefully.  Please ask yourselves, how would you feel if this
 project was imposed on your neighborhood, right next door to your home.  How would you
 feel?  Do you personally want to fund this?  That is what you are asking of us:  The people,
 The taxpayer.  
 
Sincerely,
Evelyn Nelson Heap
Stuart, Florida

mailto:evheap@aol.com
mailto:AAF_comments@vhb.com.


From: Lori Blank
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Saturday, September 27, 2014 9:00:58 AM

My name is Harry Blank and I live at 2082 NW Estuary Court in Stuart, Florida. I am very concerned about the
 proposed AAF project and it's affect on the Treasure Coast.

My concerns include:

1. Disruption to the entire area due to 32 trains plus freights per day. These trains speeding through small
 communities with no benefit to those communities.

2. Safety at crossings, noise, traffic congestion.

3. Loss of parking spaces in downtown Stuart

4. Change in character of small towns all  through the Treasure Coast

5. Cost to local taxpayers to upgrade crossings etc.

6. Lower property values on the west side of bridges due to limited navigational accessibility

7. Negative economic impact on businesses near bridges

8. Taxpayer responsibility for possible loan default if project fails

9. 100 year old bridge bound to fail with 32 plus openings per day

10. Possible blocking of major east west navigational route to west coast

11. Doesn't make economic sense. Why would a family in Miami take the train buying tickets for the entire family
 to save a half hour in travel time and then have no means of transportation in Orlando. Maybe this project has more
 to do  with increased freight traffic out of Miami than it does with passenger travel.

For these reasons and many more, I think it is time to take a much closer realistic look at this poorly thought out
 project before blindly proceeding ahead.

Sincerely,     Harry Blank
Hblankpostman@aol.com
Sent from my iPad

mailto:hblankpostman@aol.com
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From: Harvey Finegold
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Wednesday, October 1, 2014 8:56:55 AM

John Winkle
Federal railroad Administration
1200 SE New Jersey Ave.
Washington D.C. 20590                                                                                          9/30/2014

Mr Winkle,

It angers me to write this letter. It should not be necessary. Your office is seeking comments 
from the public for mitigation ideas to resolve all the damage that AAF intends to bring. Your 
request is off center. It is like asking for help to comment on the equation of 1 plus 1 equals 3. 
A ridiculous question. The question to the public should be, can mitigation resolve the damage
 to Martin, St. Lucie and Indian River counties? We all know the answer to that question. NO.

Mitigation would have a modest benefit but not near enough. There will be late arrival of 
ambulances to hospitals. Time matters. How many deaths per year is too much. And there will
 be deaths. Do the boaters matter to AAF. Apparently not. This train will cause traffic jams. 
All day every day. Mitigation or not. There will be noise and excess vibrations. Causing noise 
pollution and damage to foundations. The quality of life will dramatically drop causing 
reduction in real estate values. And reducing or eliminating future growth of real estate.

I do have an excellent mitigation idea. Send it west where the plan should have been in the 
first place. There is and will be low density population.

Last Sunday the Stuart News uncovered that the environmental impact study is bought and 
paid for by AAF. What!!! So that makes the study null and void immediately!

We live in a democracy. It is supposed to be for the people and by the people. Not for special 
interest groups. The overwhelming majority in the 3 counties mentioned do not want this. Isn’t
 that enough? It should be in a democracy.

The loan under consideration to build AAF is federal money. My money and all taxpayers. We
 are not interested in loaning money or helping in any way AAF. Cease and desist 
immediately.

Harvey Finegold
101 Flamingo Av
Stuart, Fl. 34996

mailto:hrf003@bellsouth.net
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From: Jim O"Connor
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Friday, October 10, 2014 3:44:03 PM

Dear Sirs:

We are in total opposition to the All Aboard Florida concept. Our home town,Vero Beach is slated to have the rail
 come right through the center of downtown. We will experience all the negative parts of this concept and none of
 the positive ones.

Local officials have been told the high speed train will come through the center of town multiple times daily yet no
 provision has been planned for a stop in Vero Beach. Locals will have no convenient access to train.

We get all the noise, liability and risk but none of the supposed benefit of a high speed rail.

Cordially,

James and Kathleen O'Connor

mailto:jkoc@bellsouth.net
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From: Nancy kicherer dvm
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Monday, October 13, 2014 6:33:46 AM

This email is a vote AGAINST AAF.
It will diminish our lives not enhance them. A fast train for travelers is not needed, costs too
 much and serves too few. If I lived in Stuart then it would be even more deleterious. 
What were you thinking?
Obama will be gone very soon and Scott too hopefully. This politics and wishful thinking at
 its worst. 
NO NO NO!!
The people of this State are sensible enough to know a high speed train from Orlando to
 Miami is about $ for the few , not the environment , not the people and certainly not reality. If
 i were a tourist i don't need a train but rather will rent a car. 
All over the world trains don't make a profit and have failed to pay for themselves. Public
 transport makes sense for dense commutes , but they always loose $ and except in the third
 world are underused. 
We don't want this. Never have and likely never will. We are Floridians.  We don't want this
 train. Inland would be one thing but along the coast is pure corruption of our lives. 
Nancy Kicherer DVM

mailto:nancykdvm@gmail.com
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From: rekab425@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com; John.Winkle@dot.gov.
Cc: Floridanotallaboard@gmail.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Wednesday, October 8, 2014 2:27:15 PM

Dear Mr. Winkle and AAF,

Emergency vehicles access needs to be addressed much more fully in the EIS.
 According 
to the All Aboard Florida website, AAF "is committed to working with city and local 
officials to ensure that appropriate communications and logistics are in place so that 
response times for emergency vehicles are not impacted."

These communications include publishing schedules for crossing closures so
 emergency 
vehicles are aware of potential blockages ahead of time and additional warning
 measures 
to alert these vehicles of any schedule changes.

But none of these address the real problem. In an emergency, ambulances and fire
 trucks 
must take the most direct route to the problem area. Rerouting such vehicles to a
 more 
indirect route could result in serious injury or even death. Further, while AAF trains
 are 
supposed to pass through crossings in "less than 60 seconds," that time alone could
 be 
critical to the patient being transported. Finally, the reality is that only the first car in
 line 
faces such a short delay. In season, an ambulance could easily be number 15 in line,
 thus 
facing a more extensive delay that the passenger may not survive.

These delays of life-saving vehicles must be considered as critical, negative impacts
 in 
the EIS. People's lives are at stake.

We have all worked far too long and hard to build the beautiful communities we all 
(residents and visitors alike) now enjoy.  Please do not destroy what we love so much
about our Florida.

Your solution to these and all other problems that your railroad presents is best
 resolved 
by moving your trains west of our cities.

Sincerely, 

Don Wilkinson

mailto:rekab425@aol.com
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From: Robert Puglisi
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Tuesday, October 14, 2014 2:43:15 PM

The proposed AAF high speed train that is supposed to go through the three counties of the Treasure Coast will
 prove to be a terrible nightmare for our residents. I urge you to put the kibosh on this foolish idea.    Bob Puglisi
bpuglisi511@yahoo.com

mailto:bpuglisi511@yahoo.com
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From: tom bellavance
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Thursday, October 16, 2014 3:36:29 PM

My wife and I have lived and voted in Jensen Beach for 15 years and can't believe someone
 would come up with a hairbrained plan like AAF. There are absolutely no benefits to the
 whole treasure coast. In tiny Jensen Beach, we have five railroad crossings. It doesn't take a
 fool to know that if this gets shoved down our throats , in a year or two it will go under and
 someone will get stuck with bill. Please stop it in it's track, pun intended.
Thomas & Nancy Bellavance
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From: Ira Marks
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Sunday, October 19, 2014 8:11:54 AM

There is no benefit to us, the residents of Vero Beach, more of an annoyance and a nuisance. Safety hazard, too. I
 hope you can step back and put yourself in our shoes. Makes no sense having so many trains running through our
 neighborhoods at the proposed speeds.

Ira Marks

mailto:ira@iramarks.com
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From: anthonycontarino
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Sunday, October 19, 2014 12:10:29 PM

The plans to run 32 passenger trains, plus an undisclosed increase in freight trains through the Treasure Coast of
 Florida will be devastating to the safety, economy and quality of life of the Treasure Coast residents.
I am a 25 year resident and have looked forward to spending my remaining years in this beautiful area. I, along with
 thousands upon thousands of other people in this area are not opposed to high speed rail service  between Orlando
 and Miami, although most feel that the passenger service is not going to succeed. The freight service to
 accommodate an increase in freight due to the Panama Canal may be warranted. However the trains should run
 West of the coast so as not to devastate the thousands of people along its path.
We are told the Railroad was here first, however they gave up passenger service many years ago and communities
 were built acknowledging the limited traffic. Now so that some investors in New York may make a profit the
 quality of life and safety and property values of many will be destroyed. I have always believed one mans rights end
 when his elbow hits the ribs of his neighbor.
PLEASE MAKE THE TRAINS RUN WEST OF THE COAST. Either on existing tracks or new ones.

Anthony Contarino
1950 SW Palm City Rd., Apt. 5210
Stuart, Fl. 34994

mailto:tsea1028@gmail.com
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From: EDB1260@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Monday, October 20, 2014 4:33:31 PM

AAF would have an extremely unfortunate effect on the Treasure Coast!
 
-Environmentally it would be a disaster, not only for wildlife but also for the
 Indian River Lagoon.
 
-Noise from the trains would greatly affect the hearing and well being of our
 citizens.
 
- Emergency vehicles would find it difficult to get the gravely ill to the
 hospital in a timely manner; police and fire vehicles likewise.
 
-Real estate values would tumble to a new low. I live 2 miles from the tracks
 and can clearly hear the trains now.
 
-Businesses would be cut off from most neighborhoods
 
-Our peacefulness is what draws most tourists to this area. Big Choo choo
 would destroy our peace.
 
-And last but certainly not least: It seems that AAF is the party that hired the
 company that said "it is environmentally ok". Also, this is allegedly a private
 company; they should use their own money and not federal loans (OUR
 taxpayer dollars!)
 
Thank you for your attention.
 
Mary Bennett
Sebastian resident

mailto:EDB1260@aol.com
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From: rdcjaca@yahoo.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 12:20:30 PM

Mr. John Winkle, Federal Railroad Administration

I,m writing to tell you that I want you and the federal government to step in stop this rip off
 known as all aboard Fl. To allow this project to proceed is a insult to the people of Fl and
 further erodes the the peoples confidence in our government. This wanton for profit project
 ignores the to invest in rapid rail to service all the people of Fl , only lines the pockets of the
 investor. So stop this absurd  project in it's tracks , for once do something for we the people,
 not corporate America. !!

Raymond D. Centola
Port St Lucie, Fl 34952-5313
772-398-8693

mailto:rdcjaca@yahoo.com
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From: R DAVID CAROLYN WILHOIT
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Wednesday, October 22, 2014 2:50:05 PM

This is so typical of our elected representatives at work!!! The Treasure Coast is getting screwed!! It is all about
 who has the most money. That would be the gambling industry and the Disney Corp. How can anyone think that
 this is actually going to work!!! Where are all these customers going to come from? We will end up paying for it so
 some "Corp." will make tons of money. I hope Gov. Scott is soundly defeated since he doesn't have the guts to
 speak up. He is probably getting paid off.
Carolyn Wilhoit
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From: Peter McArdle
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 9:01:12 AM

I am a resident and taxpayer of Vero Beach FL and live near, and
frequently have to cross, the railroad tracks. It's bad enough now with
the freight trains stopping traffic and creating a noise nuisance, but
AAF want to send 64 trains a day through my city. The backup of traffic
when a train goes through around rush hour is very disruptive so if AAF
get their way I can see it getting so much worse. I can't believe this
project ever saw the light of day and I add my voice to the growing wave
of people against it being allowed.
Peter McArdle
1237 25th Ter. SW
Vero Beach FL 32968
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From: Gmail
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Thursday, November 6, 2014 8:57:31 AM

This will do nothing positive for the Treasure Coast. And, contrary to the 'pr' proclaimed by this invasive enterprise -
 it is not all private money. Government monies are involved as I'm sure Disney money.

This will impact traffic patterns, bridges, EMS vehicles, school bus schedules AND NOISE.

NO NO NO NO
Sent from my iPhone
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From: Barbara
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 10:34:34 PM

I am very concerned with the RR crossing near Jupiter Hospital being closed so often as the increase of trains will
 cause!
How do you plan to make sure the health of those people who need emergency care and live east of those tracks is
 addressed?
Also why must the citizens of palm beach county pay for the necessary quiet zones ? Why isn't this at the cost of the
 RR, who are running these trains to make money!!
Thank you
Barbara Stern
Palm Beach Gardens

Sent from my iPhone
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mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: DONALDEROOT@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Wednesday, October 29, 2014 10:56:17 AM

Dear sir, My name is Donald E Root and I my residence is juts 100 feet
 from the FEC right of way. The tracks are doubled here to allow the
 trains to pass each other. 

 (Just north of midway
 road in Fort Pierce).

From South Indian river
 drive to the RR right of way
 is 244 ft. on the south side
 and 254 on the north side

 of my property.

 
I built this house as an owner builder in 1972. I have never complained
 about the train traffic. HOWEVER with the addition of 32 high speed
 trains this seams to be unbearable and unnecessary. The secret rider
 ship  is not there and every ticked sold is one less on the government
 subsidized Amtrak. As you can see in the second photo the distance
 between the road and savanna gets very slim at my location. I believe
 my 4 bedroom 3 bath 2 car garage and pool home will deprecate as
 much as $100,000. The would not work well as I am a retired veteran
 and live on a fixed income. I would ask that this project be stopped
 before it destroys the peace and tranquility of the treasure coast.
 

mailto:DONALDEROOT@aol.com
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Sincerely

4321 South Indian River Drive
Fort Pierce FL, 34982
Phone 772 461-0846
cell 772 979-2987
email donalderoot@aol.com



From: carolstone
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Friday, October 31, 2014 8:44:40 AM

Good morning,

I'm sure this is a huge job, sorting through all the opinions.  Thank
you for inviting them.  I live minutes from the train tracks. Of course,
I'm concerned about all the impacts - environmental etc.  In addition, I
have enjoyed this quiet neighborhood except for the occasional train,
whose vibration I feel and noise I hear.  To consider that this is going
to multiply exponentially, I am concerned that the quality of my life is
going to change, not only during the day but interrupt my sleep as well,
which is critical to me b/c of health.  I may be forced to move if this
happens, and I am concerned about that b/c buying a different home away
from the tracks will not be affordable.  Also because I am over 65, I am
concerned for the first responders; seconds and minutes can mean life or
death with a heart attack, and the wait times for them to be able to
respond is alarming.

Thank you for listening,
Carol Stone

mailto:carolstone@vermontel.net
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From: NANDO CUCCURESE
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Saturday, November 1, 2014 10:12:53 AM

To Whom it May Concern:

I am a home owner and permanent resident of Stuart, Martin County Florida. I am not going to
 type up a form protest letter but to speak to you from the heart. This project will have a negative
 result to many people living on the Treasure coast. I am a boater and visit the downtown Stuart
 area like many homeowners do in Stuart. This project will have a negative affect on my home
 value as it will on thousands that own a home west of the single train bridge over the St. Lucie
 River. The bridge  will be down more then up as mentioned in the report thus hindering the direct
 route to the intercoastal. The other impact is Martin County has invested millions of dollars in the
 downtown area where the train tracks pass thru. Many new stores and restaurants have opened
 over the past few years. The additional 32 train passings at high speed will have a huge negative
 impact on people traffic that will stay away because of the danger of the train and less parking
 that will be taken away because of the train. I am not an expert but I understand that there is a
 train route already established west of downtown stuart that can be used thus solving both issues
 I mentioned plus make it safer. Thank You for your time.     
 
Nando Cuccurese
 772-349-3175
email- nando5590@yahoo.com
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From: jwilliamflynn@cox.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Tuesday, November 4, 2014 9:15:26 AM

Dear Whoever:  We're snowbirds in Stuart (FL) hailing from RI where
they're still recovering from a  $75,000,000 state loan to a start-up
company in the video game business called "38 Studios"  headed by Kurt
Schilling that had been intended at bringing many jobs to Providence.
Shortly after opening the company went belly up and the State of RI is
now on the hook to repay the loan.  The company had a minimal track
record (no pun intended!) in the uber hot video game business and now we
in RI know the rest of the story.

Fast track to AAF:  What is the borrowers' history, experience,
credentials, etc?  Where is the demand for this endeavor sufficient to
generate profits and federal loan repayments?  I can see this flopping
and once again the Gov't is on the hook.  I truly hope all due diligence
on the part of the ones making the loans has been done.

Lastly, well aware of the overwhelming anti-AAF in this area, why not go
to Plan-B and use and/or beef up the tracks that run near the east side
of Lake O ????

Sincerely, Bill Flynn

1800 SE St. Lucie Blvd, Unit 9-302
Stuart FL 34996
772 220 6865
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From: Walt Nelson
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Tuesday, November 4, 2014 12:31:53 PM

I think the stated benefits of AAF may be enough justification to warrant the
 expenditures...maybe.  We are asked to trust the results of studies done by experts.
BUT...going right down the coast, through the most densly populated part of the state makes
 absolutely no sense whatever!!!  The whole project is an EXPRESS train...by definition with
 out many stops along the way.
Orlando is smack in the middle of the state and I am sure that there are many north-south RR
 tracks already existing in the middle of the state that could connect Orlando and Miami. I'm
 also sure that any tracks that will serve a high speed train will be in need of major upgrades.
I live in Vero Beach and cross the RR tracks multiple times a day.  I read in the paper that
 even with 32 new trains per day my chance of sitting waitng for a train is 3% or less.  I don't
 believe that for a minute.  Will there ever be more that 32 trains per day...would that be
 "allowed" (like after the new, larger Panama canal is completed)?
It seems to me that an environmental impact study should first and foremost look at the impact
 on HUMANS.  The proposed route will have a HUGE negative impact on ten of thousands of
 Floridians along the proposed route...every day!
I have heard that some (insiders) have bought up property at key points along the proposed
 route.  That should not be a deterrent to changing the route to a more sane inland location.
Sincerly,
Walt Nelson 

mailto:waltertnelson@gmail.com
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From: Janet Smith
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Wednesday, November 5, 2014 2:10:19 PM

 
All Board Florida Issues regarding the Treasure Coast

 
Isn’t it ironic that AFF calls this ‘All Aboard Florida’ and yet it sticks it nose up at the citizens
 of the Treasure Coast?  If it is supposed to be a passenger train service for the ‘Treasure
 Coast’, ADD stops in some of the communities along the coast. If taxpayers are asked to
 pay 1.5 Billion towards this project, they should be able to utilize it.
All Aboard Florida has absolutely NO benefit to the citizens who reside on the Treasure
 Coast. What the citizens will get is:
 

-          Accidents (pedestrian & vehicle), Bridge Closings, Noise, Traffic Congestion, Safety
 and Quality of Life
 

-          Delays Police, Fire, and Emergency Vehicles
A delay of any of these vehicles could lead to disastrous situations especially on
 roads and streets that have only one entrance.  Some of these have retail and
 commercial business as well as residential communities including many 55+
 communities. The delay of emergency medical treatment as well as assistance in
 evacuating a building could be ‘Life Threating’.

 
A better solution would be to add to the All Aboard Florida tracks west of Route 95 near the
 Florida Turnpike and the existing CSX tracks.
The Environmental Impact Report is also a ‘joke’, when All Aboard Florida selects and pays
 for the report itself.
 
Sincerely,
Claude R Smith
6200 99th St.
Sebastian, FL 32958

mailto:423jan@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Jeremiah
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Wednesday, November 5, 2014 9:25:48 PM

Not once did the railroad participate in any Community Redevelopment Areas and the millions of dollars that were
 used to design plans and implement programs to fuel local towns along the Treasure Coast.  This always equates to
 the "property owner" being "not interested" in enhancing their property worth or attraction. 

Therefore, i fully stand on the premise that the FEC aka AAF was not interested in developing or enhancing their
 properties. Literally millions of local dollars and federal dollars were spent to preserve historic structures and
 preserve natural habitats and this "owner" cared less. 

Its time deny their desire to pillage these communities.

Sincerely,
Jeremiah K Johnson
Fort Pierce FL

mailto:bullfrogjj@gmail.com
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From: James Blank
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Thursday, November 6, 2014 5:57:49 AM

Gentlemen,

The potential social, business and environmental impact of this project has been extensively
 discussed, but one issue has been glossed over; financing.  The project is to be financed with a
 1.6 billion dollar federally guaranteed loan.  That means if the project fails, tax payers make
 good on the loan.

So, a private corporation gleans all the benefits with zero financial risk.  A great deal for the
 corporation, a bad deal for the country; opt out!  If the deal is to continue it, and the risk of
 failure, must be financed by private investors.

James Henderson

mailto:jmhen42@gmail.com
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From: Virginia May
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Friday, November 7, 2014 12:36:35 PM

On Long Island my backyard backed up to the LIRR.  When I lived on Hutchinson Island (Stuart), we
 could hear the trains at night and we were delayed often by the trains at crossings.  BUT those trains
 were there before we were and we chose to live near them.
 
This new train will devastate the Treasure Coast.  The idea of a train "flying" through Jensen Beach and
 Stuart makes me shutter.  Kids and animals cross tracks.  I know several families who have lost children
 to trains.  I had a 7th grade boy in my special ed class that would go to the overpass on the LIRR and
 pick up tickets off the tracks.  He wouldn't stand a chance with a high-speed train bearing down on him. 
 
Virginia May
862 Seahouse Dr
Port St Lucie,  FL   34983

mailto:mayflower862@aol.com
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From: Mary Ann Curtis
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 11:57:02 AM

I live in Stuart and I am opposed to the AAF plans. Traffic is bad enough between the
 Snow Bird season and the existing freight trains coming thru.  Why so many
 scheduled trips per day? Maybe 10 per day would be more acceptable and have less
 of a negative impact on us Treasure Coast residents?  Ideally, the new line should be
 further west!
Mary Ann Curtis
34994

mailto:bermuda14me@yahoo.com
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From: jgflorin
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Wednesday, November 19, 2014 9:22:36 AM

November 18, 2014

John Winkle
Federal Railroad Admin.
1200 New Jersey Ave. SE
Room W38-311
Washington, DC 20590

Dear Mr. Winkle,

As I thought about writing this letter my initial reaction was simply, “Why bother, the All Aboard Florida rail
 system is already a go”.  Yet, with thousands of us residents of the Florida Treasure Coast being so adversely
 affected by AAF, I knew I had to addd my comments to the vast number of letters and e-mails you have already
 received.

I am a retired business executive, and I will admit my memory isn’t perfect, but I cannot remember an issue that has
 had such universal opposition by the populace.  There are so many negative elements that will impact us.  And I’m
 certain you have heard most of them—safety, the environment, noise, river navigation disruption, leisure boating,
 fishing—both leisure and commercial, the impact on retail business, a potential decline in tourism, daily auto traffic
 delays and certainly emergency vehicle travel delays.  All of the above will be part of our life with the 32 passenger
 trains racing through the Treasure Coast; and then of course we will have the additional 10-20 freight trains that
 will magnify all of these negatives.

I would like to relate one recent experience that illustrates the frustration of so many here on the Treasure coast.  My
 wife and I attended the AAF meeting held here in Stuart in late October.  It was obvious from the meeting format
 that AAF's goal was to simply “snow” us with railroad propaganda—the format used made it impossible for us to
 raise questions or objections; all of which would have resulted in a “No Railroad” backlash from almost 900 people.

After grumbling about the “stacked deck”, I approached one of the individuals manning an improvised booth or
 station.  He was the CEO of the consulting/marketing firm that designed the AAF plan.  I asked him only one
 question—“Can you verbalize one benefit of the railroad to the people of Martin County?”  His response: I’m not
 here to discuss that.”  I said “ I beg your pardon?”  His retort… “I won’t discuss it.”  WOW, such arrogance.

I decided to try the same question on a representative of the railroad who was manning the next station.  His
 answer… “ It will improve rail safety.”  What?  "Isn’t rail safety a relative “given” right now?”  The answer, “It
 will improve.”  I asked the same question to individuals from the railroad manning two subsequent stations —I
 received a history lesson on Henry Flagler without receiving an answer that was a benefit for our community.

Please give our thousands of pleas real deliberation and consideration.  Our welfare here on the Treasure coast
 depends upon your departments REJECTION  of AAF.

Sincerely,

Jack F. Florin

mailto:jgflorin@comcast.net
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From: pbuckup@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 3:12:28 PM

Dear Mr. Winkler,
I am strongly opposed to the current route for AAF. The quality of life along the Treasure
 Coast would be greatly diminished.
Why not use the route west of the Treasure Coast.? It would make thousands upon thousands
 of people happy.
Paula Buckley
pbuckup@comcast.net
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From: Ruth Fika
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Monday, November 17, 2014 12:17:40 PM

I am against the AAF plans! It will impact out Indian River County in so many negative ways. If it ran out west of
 VB where the impact would not affect so many, it would make more sense. Please reconsider!!

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:teacher132962@yahoo.com
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From: Donna Amaru-Tagliareni
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Sunday, November 23, 2014 9:07:03 PM

Gentlemen:

Big train.  Big business.  Big problems.  Big lies.  We know what the Big issues are which the Big bullies 
refuse to acknowledge; among others: degraded crossings,  unsealed corridors, increased possibility of train 
derailments at higher speeds,  greater amounts combustible fuels traveling through the middle of small 
towns, excessive train noise and vibrations, longer trains as Big train moves to more commercial operations 
as they are already preparing to do, environmental impacts, loss of property values, and the list goes on.

If AAF would move their trains to their western corridor tracks, all or most of the above concerns could be 
eliminated.  Admittedly, it may cost them a bit more money up front, which even they know they will make 
back; but how does that compare to the other cost...the personal cost...the cost of safety....the daily cost of 
life.  

Imagine being in an ambulance on your way to the hospital knowing that you are in a life and death 
situation, then getting to the railroad crossing and finding that you cannot cross the tracks, that you are 
going to die, because the 18th train of the day is going to Orlando or delivering aggregate to some 
northeastern city.  What ignominy to have one’s death rattle drowned out by the sound of rattling train 
tracks.  It is about all of the big things; but, more importantly, it is about each and every personal thing.  
What AAF is planning is incomprehensible, reprehensible and unconscionable.

Donna Tagliareni

mailto:donnat828@bellsouth.net
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From: linaust@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Sunday, November 30, 2014 4:59:53 PM

Please do not consider changing the All Aboard Florida high speed train to the I-95 corrider on
 the Treasure Coast.  We do not have any other north/south roads to travel and by using the I-
95 right of ways, severe congestion would result in getting on and off the Interstate as well as
 emergency vehicles not being able to do their jobs efficiently!
Thank you for your consideration!
Linda Auster
10835 SW Dardanelle Drive
Port St Lucie Fl 34987
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone

mailto:linaust@aol.com
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From: Nancy Cruce
To: John.Winkle@DOT.gov; AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: FloridaNotAllAboard@gmail.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Sunday, November 30, 2014 5:47:31 PM
Attachments: AAF Letter.docx

I am guessing that you are not bothering to read any of the letters you receive, however you
 can at least count this in the numbers you are surely accumulating as a vote for no on AAF. 
 We absolutely no not need or want this future freight trains going through Vero Beach!
1.  If you have an accident, or worse yet, your child does on the "wrong side of the tracks" and
 your ambulance is on the other side waiting for a long, slow freight train, you well could die
 or be irreparably injured waiting to get assistance!

2.  There are many unheard voices who live very close to the tracks as it is.  It is incredibly
 noisy and uncomfortable now as the current trains  pass by and would be unsafe (decibel
 levels/hearing wise) for multiples more.

3.  The Environmental Impact Study that was done was paid for by the company that will gain
 from the future trains - duh!  Doesn't that sound a bit odd - let alone objective!  Many
 questions have been left unanswered by the incorrect and incomplete data presented.  The
 Treasure Coast is well populated in its small areas - there isn't room for more tracks and more
 congestion caused by the crossing closings.

WE DO NOT NEED, NOR DO WE WANT THE AAF TRAINS - LET ALONE THE
 FREIGHT TRAINS THAT WILL BE COMING!  If you must have them, go out west where
 there are fewer impacted areas - and a straighter, shorter path to Orlando.  

I am also attaching a well-written, well thought presentation about the viability and
 practicality of AAF submitted in another email - in case you didn't read it.......

Nancy Cruce
548 White Pelican Circle
Vero Beach, FL 32963
772-918-4225

mailto:nancycruce1@gmail.com
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Andrew C. Cruce

548 White Pelican Circle

Vero Beach, FL 31963

772-918-4225 – Phone

772-918-4226 - Fax

andycruce@comcast.net



November 30, 2014







Mr. Paul Baumer
Office of Infrastructure Finance and Innovation
Office of the Secretary
U.S. Department of Transportation
W84-229
1200 New Jersey Avenue S.E.
Washington , DC 20590



I am writing to express my concern over the All Aboard Florida project.  This “mid-speed”, passenger only, rail project between Miami and Orlando makes no sense.  I am unaware of any passenger rail service that is economically viable.  Amtrak loses hundreds of millions of dollars per year.  What makes AAF different?  I am sure there are studies showing an economic viability for the project but also suspect that they are just as biased and unrealistic as the similar economic studies of the proposed California high speed rail project are proving to be.  A look at transportation alternatives between Orlando and Miami is instructive.  The 236 mile trip can today be made in 1 hour by plane for a cost of around $135.  Current bus service is available for $25 with a block time of 3 hours and 45 minutes.  The proposed train is supposed to have an average speed between the two cities of 78mph which puts the block time at about 3 hours.  This assumes the proposed average speed is met.  If as is often the cast the proposed performance is less than anticipated the bus service might actually be faster.  Putting tax payers on the line to support the proposed bond issue is unconscionable and reeks of the bad government “investment” decision making that prompted things like loans to companies like Solendra.  Let the market decide if the proposed project is worth investing in.  To some extent it has already spoken to by giving AAF’s recent bond offering junk status.



I believe that there is also a great deal of misdirection by AAF in prompting the project.  Historically railway companies forsook passenger travel as unprofitable and instead concentrated on freight service.  Since then they have done much better than organizations like Amtrak that focus only on passenger service.  It seems to me that the coincidence of this project being proposed just as the upgrade of the Panama Canal is being completed and the Port of Miami is enlarged to handle the larger container ships using the upgraded canal is too much to ignore.  I believe that AAF expects that passenger demand will not be sufficient for profitability and will after a short time transition to more lucrative freight service between these two cities.  This does two things.  First it removes all reasons for the government to fund what should be a capital investment of a company seeking profit.  Second it will greatly increase the disruption along the rail line which passes through some of the most desirable and heavily populated areas of the Florida East Coast.



For these reasons I ask you not to approve the bond issue for this project.  It is unfair to the taxpayer and disruptive to the communities along the proposed right of way.  Let the market decide if this is a viable project and have the company raise the necessary capital for investment if they want to initiate the project.





						Sincerely,







						Andrew C. Cruce, PhD



From: Lois Lynch
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 6:50:12 AM

Concerned with safety due to frequency of trains. Presently feel more research is needed.  No public funding should
 be used for funding.  Against
Sent from my iPhone

mailto:llynch1956@gmail.com
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From: Linda Drake (WireSpring)
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 2:20:52 PM

The route that has been chosen is not appropriate at all for the
Treasure Coast.  I don't know how you people think you can justify the
route when anyone with plain common sense can see that the impact on the
treasure coast is completely negative.

Reroute the darn thing.

Linda Drake
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mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Jim Wolfe
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 8:31:40 AM

AAF  the railroad should be stopped,  I live within 2 blocks of the train track and find that more
 train stops will present a traffic hazard,   noise problem and delay in medical response. The
 alternatives,monorail are central Florida are better.
James B. Wolfe
Coastal Capital
772-299-0570
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From: Charles Mello
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 8:56:47 AM

My concern is for the traffic at jensen beach blvd in Jensen beach. Many people walk across those tracks especially
 on Thursday during jamin Jensen. With 16 more trains plus who knows how many more freight trains added daily
 there will be many delays for police and rescue. This alone is a safety hazard. Plus the view from some of the tracks
 approaching the crossings is very short meaning that you can't see the train approaching until it will be upon you.
 Walton road in port st lucie is an example.these added trains will greatly hinder my everyday travel as I live on
 Hutchinson island and cross these tracks many times.these tracks and trains should be put west of the turnpike.

Charles Mello. Jensen beach

mailto:jensen165@gmail.com
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From: ROCKY001@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 9:35:52 AM

Sane people would never allow this destruction of the communities from WestPalm Beach to Vero
 Beach.Please regain your senses and reject this.  Henry Grady

mailto:ROCKY001@aol.com
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From: blystonesmith@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 9:41:54 AM

I say NO to your plan of passenger train service through the Treasure Coast, etc. Build it to the west away from
 communities.

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:blystonesmith@aol.com
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From: Carol Waldner
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 9:43:46 AM

I believe this project will affect safety, peace and add to freight trains going through our space.  There is no plus for
 Treasure Coast residents.  Please stop this.

Carol Waldner

Sent from my iPad
Be a hero!  Be an organ donor!
I thank my hero every day!

mailto:waldnercarol@yahoo.com
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From: Danny Kresky
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 1:29:52 PM

Railroad thing coming through the Treasure Coast shows the greed of Governor Scott and a
 couple of his cronies that have been lobbying for this for 3 years. You people do not give a
 fucking shit about the people who live in the Treasure Coast. Governor Scott you're a bald
 headed motherfucker and I don't like you. What you people have planned which is great for
 Miami and Orlando but not for the hundreds of thousands that live in the Treasure Coast. If it
 were up to me I would join about five or six lawyers from different cities in this area and file
 a class action suit against the FCC and Governor Scott. This whole railroad thing is to
 undermine the Treasure Coast. Treat the town like a ghost town and not give a fuck about the
 people who live there. Deaths will occur and accidents will occur all because of this fucking
 railroad.

Danny Kresky 
DKresky8@aol.com
(954)260-3744
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mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
mailto:DKresky8@aol.com


From: Meghan Traynor
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 4:43:21 PM

I am very disappointed All Aboard Florida is petitioning to operate on a single track through Downtown Stuart and
 across the Intercoastal Waterway. Not only will this decision negatively affect the accessibility of medical services
 to Martin County residents,  downtown and marine merchants will also suffer as a result of the increase of trains.  I
 have no doubt the quality of life that brought me to Martin County will be disrupted.  I do not understand why the
 trains cannot run west of I-95, which would not affect the large populations of residents living near the coasts.  I ask
 you to please reexamine the "facts" of this decision that will affect so many Florida residents. Thank you!

Sincerely,
Meghan Traynor

197 SW Riverway Blvd.
Palm City, FL 34990

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:glexpilot1@gmail.com
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From: Jason Williams
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 8:07:41 PM

Mr. John Winkle
Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Ave., SE Room W38-311
Washington, DC 20590
 
Dear Mr. Winkle,
I would like to express my opposition to AAF running high speed rail service up the east coast
 to Cocoa.  The DEIS is extremely glossed over is using data from the great recession as a base
 line for freight traffic calculation when the economy in 2006 had 40% more traffic.  Impacts
 from Cocoa to Stuart will be dramatic to the population in that area.  It should not be
 approved for grants or loan guarantees, it is a classic bait and switch to get tracks to use for
 freight.
 
Sincerely, Jason Williams
 
 

mailto:ajwilliamz4500@aol.com
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From: C. Ceglady
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 7:34:54 AM

   There is NO argument or explanation that AAF's current economic/political plans benefits 
anyone or any county north of WPB whatsoever.  We, the people, horribly impacted, all lose 
in the long run - safety, property values and quality of life.  

   STOP this madness and require this "business" to spare us while they gain profitability and 
relocate their development mid-state.  THEY have choices and leave us NONE.

   I vote for present tracks being made into greenway.

C. Ceglady
cegladyc@bellsouth.net
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From: surfrunner
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 8:04:03 AM

AAF

your gonna make million$ with freight
spread the wealth
no hand outs
put people to work
build new tracks west of I-95

surfrunner@outlook.com
34986
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From: Robert Puglisi
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 9:39:41 AM

Please don't let a private corporations rampant hunger for profits destroy our peaceful lives.
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From: John Hurst
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 11:30:10 AM

All Aboard Florida should only be deployed west of I-95.
John Hurst
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From: joe kern
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 2:33:17 PM

Gentlemen,

My objections

A.. Marine access to Okeechobee Waterway (Cross State Canal) will be limited drastically due
 to St Lucie  Railroad bridge closures.  Commercial Maritime traffic reduced.

B. Projected train traffic ( 32 passenger and 20 freight trains per day - 2016) will block
 Maritime traffic 90% in daylight hours.  75% of local marine industries will be subjected to
 this limited access as their only access (like the Okeechobee Waterway) is via the railroad
 bridge.

C. Safety.  High speed trains  using all grade crossings beg accidents and deaths.

D,  EMT vehicles will have problems getting to treatment facilities.

Joe Kern
Palm City, Florida
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From: Frank Swygert
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 3:31:44 PM

This project must be stopped for the overall good of residents on the Treasure Coast.  It will destroy east -
 west commercial and non commercial boating through the antiquated railroad bridge over the St Lucie
 River.  It will delay emergency and non emergency vehicular traffic at east west crossings throughout the
 area.  The tracks are too close to quiet towns and residential areas for heavy, high volume traffic.  This
 project is a "Trojan Horse" to set the stage for much heavier freight traffic from the Panama Canal.  If
 AAF had concerns for the rights and concerns of residents, it would use space out west close to I 95 and
 the turnpike.  This proposed project is the most damaging, ill conceived plan ever attempted by money
 grubbing hacks.  If it goes through the citizens will not forget it or the political mealy mouths that allow it
 to happen.  We will unite and continually do any and everything possible to stop or deter it.  It is a
 disgrace.
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From: Jason Williams on behalf of JASON WILLIAMS
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: ajwilliamz4500@aol.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 4:06:09 PM

Mr. John Winkle 
Federal Railroad Administration 
1200 New Jersey Ave., SE Room W38-311 
Washington, DC 20590 

Dear Mr. Winkle, 
I would like to express my opposition to AAF running high speed rail service up the east coast
 to Cocoa. The DEIS  is using data from the great recession as a base line for freight traffic a
 calculation when the economy was more normal in 2006 would have 40% more traffic.
 Impacts from Cocoa to Stuart will be dramatic to the population in that area. It should not be
 approved for grants or loan guarantees, it is a classic bait and switch to get tracks to use for
 freight.  The route up the center of the state would have more benefits and adversely affect a
 much smaller population. 
Sincerely, Jason Williams
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From: michaelunderwood7@gmail.com
To: john.winkle@dot.gov
Subject: AAF
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 7:06:34 PM

Mr. Winkle,
 
I support the Guardians of martin county in OPPOSING the All About Florida project. It is NOT in our
 best interests in Hobe Sound. If it ran from WPB up the Bee Line HYwy. to Orlando, it makes sense ,
 but not through our towns, providing no service only nuisance.
Sincerely,
Mike underwood
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From: Loretta Long
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 7:18:08 PM

I am writing to express my concern about the AAF along the Treasure Coast. I am absolutely against the
 development of the additional train transportation going through town. However, if it can be moved west of town,
 near I-95 I would support this project.

Loretta Long
21 year Vero Beach Resident
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From: PS MacMillan
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 9:43:59 PM

John Winkle
Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Ave.S.E.
Room W38-31
Washington, DC  20590

Environmental Impact of Proposed All-Aboard Florida Trains

The biggest impact will be to the quality of life of literally tens of thousands of people.  The number of trains will
 increase from 14 freight to 20 freight and 32 passenger:  52 trains per day or one train every 27 minutes, twenty
 four hours a day.  The increase in noise of train horns and the rumble and vibration of the trains will feel as though
 it is continuous and non-stop.

In the City of Stuart, which has been ignored by AAF's report,  the tracks are beside the main street the whole way
 through downtown in a north-south direction.  The resulting traffic tie-ups will be intolerable and our very vibrant
 downtown will die like so many other downtowns across the country.  When access is restricted, the tax base and
 employment will decline as businesses fail and property values go down.

The hospital is on the east side of the tracks and 75% of the population, plus Interstate 95 and the Florida Turnpike
 are on the west side.  There are no overpasses.  People will literally die in the street as emergency vehicles wait for
 trains and are tied up in the ensuing traffic jams.

It is a well known fact, in the railroad business, that it is virtually unheard of to make a profit on passenger rail
 service.  All Aboard Florida is proposing 32 trains a day with no actual demand for the service.  Regardless of what
 AAF says, this is a thinly disguised boondoggle to be allowed to convert passenger rail to freight once the trains are
 established.  Do they think that no one else is aware of the widening of the Panama Canal?

This whole scheme is an attempt by a small group of fat cats to further enrich themselves, regardless of how many
 lies they have to tell or how many tens of thousands of people will have their quality of life diminished and in many
 cases ruined.

This is not how the great democracy of the United States is supposed to work.

Respectfully,
Peter & Sandra MacMillan
804 SW Saint Lucie Cres.
Stuart, FL  34994
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From: Irene Suits
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 4:38:07 AM

Mr. John Winkle
Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Avenue SE
Room W38-311
Washington, DC 20590

Re: All Aboard Florida Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) 
Evaluation
Dear Sir, this is a copied message that we fully support.  Everyone is our community 
that we have had the opportunity to speak with is fully against this train coming 
through our Martin County community. Please send it west.  Drs. Thomas and Irene 
Suits.

Dear Mr. Winkle:

The Guardians of Martin County, Inc., a 501(c)(3) organization which has promoted a 
safe and healthy environment and the unique quality of life for Martin County 
residents for more than a decade, objects to the All Aboard Florida (AAF) high speed 
rail project as currently proposed and configured and submits comments with respect 
to the following categories evaluated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS): Communities and Demographics (Social and Economic Community Impacts),
 Economic Conditions, Environmental Justice, Navigation, Public Health & Safety, 
Threatened and Endangered Species, Wetlands and Water Resources.

Introduction

Martin County is located within the North-South Corridor (N-S Corridor) identified on 
Page 4-1 of the DEIS. The County is located approximately 40 miles north of West 
Palm Beach and has an estimated population of 151,263 based on 2013 U.S. Census
 Bureau projections.

Since there are no station stops planned between West Palm Beach and Orlando, 
Martin County residents will gain no benefits from 32 new trains a day traveling at 
high speed through our community (along with an additional 12 to 14 freight trains). 
AAF will cause economic harm and create safety, environmental, noise, and 
navigation hazards that Martin County residents do not currently face.

The stated purpose of the Environmental Impact Statement is to “disclose the 
environmental consequences” of the proposed AAF project “and to inform decision-
makers and the public of any reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize 
adverse impacts to the natural or human environment.” The Draft EIS that was 
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drafted by consultants who were paid by AAF fails to serve this purpose. It contains 
inadequate, incomplete, and inaccurate information that must be supplemented and 
corrected before decision-makers and the public may fully evaluate the impacts of the
 proposed AAF project.

Communities and Demographics (Social and Economic Community Impacts)

AAF will have serious negative social and economic community impacts within Martin 
County.

Incredibly, the DEIS completely omits Martin County and two incorporated 
municipalities which are crossed by the project in its discussion of Communities and 
Demographics. (DEIS 4-103 through 4-105).

The City of Stuart, which is the County’s largest incorporated municipality (pop. est. 
15,975) and is the County Seat for Martin County, is not mentioned in the DEIS report
 of impacts of the project on municipalities, although there are 10 at grade crossings 
in the city. The Town of Ocean Breeze, also an incorporated municipality within 
Martin County (pop. est. 463) which, like the City of Stuart, is literally bisected by the 
project, has also been omitted.

Many of the City’s cultural resources, including the historic Lyric Theater, which is 
listed on the National Register of Historic Places, and the Stuart Heritage Museum 
are within 100 feet of the FECR tracks.

Comments submitted by the City of Stuart and Martin County address these issues in 
detail.

The Guardians of Martin County question the viability of the DEIS evaluation of 
Communities and Demographics affected by the AAF project when the largest 
incorporated municipality in the County and, in fact, all of Martin County is glaringly 
absent from the examination of these issues. The omission of Martin County, the City 
of Stuart, and the Town of Ocean Breeze from the DEIS evaluation of Communities 
and Demographics raises serious concerns about the thoroughness and veracity of 
the entire proposed EIS.

Another glaringly false and absurd statement with respect to the impact of the project 
on communities is the assurance in the DEIS that AAF “would benefit elderly and 
handicapped individuals by providing a transportation option that will enhance mobility
 and livability in their communities.” (DEIS 5-135)

Martin County has the highest percentage of elderly residents (28.9%) of any 
community within the N-S Corridor. Without any stops in Martin County, there is not a 
single “transportation option” provided by AAF to elderly and handicapped individuals.
 AAF not only fails to “enhance mobility and livability” in Martin County communities 
for elderly and handicapped residents, the project promises severe disruption to 
communities in which the elderly and handicapped reside and poses potential life-
threatening risks.



Economic Conditions

Because the AAF project literally divides Martin County into two sections – that 
section east of the FECR tracks and that section west of the tracks – the project 
creates a severe threat to the economic survival of small businesses that rely on 
customers to cross the tracks for access.

Numerous small shops, restaurants, plants, groceries, and other business outlets are 
located adjacent to or near the FECR tracks. Fast and safe access across the tracks 
is not assured by the project, threatening the customer base of many of these small 
businesses, especially in the unincorporated areas of Port Salerno, Hobe Sound, 
Golden Gate and Jensen Beach and the incorporated municipality of Stuart, which 
encompasses the minority community of East Stuart.

Martin County has five “community redevelopment areas” (CRAs) which will be 
impacted by the project. None of the CRAs are identified or discussed in the DEIS. 
The Jensen Beach, Rio, Golden Gate, Port Salerno and Hobe Sound CRAs all are 
adjacent to or bisected by the FECR tracks. CRAs are statutorily created areas 
designed to eliminate blight, provide affordable housing, and generate economic 
development and stability within the communities where they are established. The 
DEIS fails to consider the project’s negative impacts to Martin County’s CRAs, such 
as the effect of lower property values caused by AAF on the Tax Increment Financing
 methodology that is used to finance and maintain CRA operations.

The economic benefits of the project touted by the DEIS are limited to temporary 
construction work in creating new infrastructure in Martin County.

The DEIS analysis that no job loss or neighborhood fragmentation will result from the 
project (DEIS S-17) is not borne out by the experience of small business owners and 
residents in the project area, especially those adjacent to or in close proximity to the 
FECR tracks.

Severe economic damage to existing small businesses will be long-lasting or 
permanent. It is likely some will not survive the onslaught of increased train traffic that
 will block access to their businesses and create hazardous conditions for their 
customers trying to cross the tracks.

Environmental Justice

The DEIS fails to identify, quantify, or describe minority and low-income populations 
in Martin County that are disproportionately impacted by the negative impacts of the 
AAF project.

The County’s minority and low-income populations are, as in many other 
communities, situated closest to the project and are frequently bisected by the FECR 
tracks.

The East Stuart community within the City of Stuart is historically African-American. 
East Stuart hosts two at grade crossings – at Florida Street and A1A (Dixie Highway) 



and at Decker and A1A. The tracks separate a densely populated residential area 
from the commercial area, and it is common for residents – especially children – to 
walk or ride their bikes across the tracks several times a day. One of the most 
beloved and utilized organizations within the East Stuart community, the Gertrude 
Walden Child Care Center, which provides services for low-income and minority 
parents and children, is located in the immediate vicinity of the project.

Similar situations exist in the Port Salerno, Hobe Sound and Golden Gate, where 
public schools, athletic fields, parks and youth centers such as the Boys and Girls’ 
Club are located in close proximity to the project. These communities have a high 
level of minority residents and businesses who are disproportionately impacted by the
 project, which does not directly impact the more affluent communities within the 
County which are not located as near the FECR tracks.

Among the negative effects of AAF on communities with higher percentages of low-
income, minority, and elderly residents is the certainty that delay will be encountered 
by emergency vehicles crossing the FECR tracks to access emergency medical care.

Martin Memorial Medical Center, the largest medical care provider in Martin County 
(and also one of the largest employers in the County), has submitted comments 
objecting to the project noting that emergency responders throughout Martin County 
already “face a unique burden from existing freight traffic” on the “rail line [which] 
slices through the center of” the community.

Where the elderly and the very young live and congregate near the FECR tracks, the 
emergency access burden is of special concern and likely to result in tragic 
consequences. As the CEO of Martin Memorial Medical Center noted, even if delays 
caused by increased train traffic at crossings throughout the community are brief, 
“seconds can truly mean the difference between life and death.”

In low-income and minority communities, foot and bicycle traffic across the railroad 
tracks is common and presents additional disproportionate dangers to these 
residents.

Property values in lower-income areas are already depressed and will be further 
depressed by the proximity of the project. Noise and vibration from increased train 
traffic will disproportionately impact low-income and minority communities located 
closest to the FECR tracks.

Navigation

Numerous comments have been submitted regarding the serious negative impacts to 
navigation caused by the project and the failure of the DEIS to adequately and 
accurately address these concerns. The Guardians of Martin County, Inc., joins the 
marine industry, local governments, and boaters throughout the County in objecting to
 the project as it relates to navigation.

The information contained in the DEIS is indisputably inaccurate with respect to the 
number of vessels which pass through the St. Lucie River bridge. Comments 



submitted by Martin County include accurate counts of vessels passing through the 
bridge during the week and on weekends, reflecting more than twice as many vessels
 as the DEIS estimates.

Delays in allowing marine traffic to navigate through the St. Lucie River bridge 
opening will affect boater safety as well as property values for waterfront properties 
that lie to the west of the bridge. Commercial marinas and docks that require boaters 
to navigate through the bridge with longer and more frequent closures also will be 
severely impacted by the project.

Public Health & Safety

The DEIS fails to acknowledge that Fire Rescue and evacuation routes will be 
hampered by the project throughout Martin County.

Even in more affluent communities such as Jupiter Island and Sewall’s Point, there 
will be increased delays in the ability of emergency responders to reach the medical 
center located across the FECR tracks. Both the City of Stuart and Martin County, 
which contracts with other municipalities to provide fire rescue services, project 
serious increases in emergency response times due to increased train traffic and 
crossing closures.

Delays of as much as an additional 45 minutes are projected for evacuation in the 
event of an emergency at the St. Lucie Nuclear Power Plant on Hutchinson Island just
 north of Martin County. All evacuation routes are crossed by FECR tracks. In the 
event of other emergencies or weather events that require evacuation, increased train
 traffic will generate still more delays.

Pedestrian crossings which are frequently used throughout the County, especially in 
low-income and minority areas, will be even more dangerous with not only a higher 
number of trains on the tracks each day but increased speed of approaching trains. 
Pedestrians used to gauging the time available to cross the tracks based on the 
slower speed of freight trains will face significantly less crossing time with high-speed 
passenger trains approaching.

Threatened and Endangered Species

The DEIS discounts any impacts to threatened and endangered species and 
inaccurately states that no such species will be affected by the project.

The project passes through Jonathan Dickinson State Park (JDSP) in Martin County, 
which is the site of a number of resources which are not even mentioned in the DEIS. 
The Florida Division of Recreation and Parks (DRP) has submitted comments 
identifying species which will likely be impacted, such as perforated reindeer lichen ( 
Cladonia perforata ) located within the right-of-way and Curtiss’ milkweed ( Asclepias 
curtissi).

The Division notes that the federally protected eastern indigo snake has habitat within
 the N-S Corridor that will be impacted, as well as the Florida scrub jay, gopher 



tortoise, gopher frog, and Florida mouse. The gopher frog is especially likely to cross 
back and forth across the tracks in the park to travel between scrub habitat and 
wetlands breeding grounds.

Expansion of the tracks through JDSP will impact Florida scrub jay habitat as well as 
gopher tortoise on site.

More frequent closings of the rail crossing within JDSP will have severe negative 
impacts since the park has only one public access road. Emergency vehicles, 
campers, and day visitors could be trapped in the western part of the park during 
closures.

The DPR has submitted extensive and detailed comments addressing these issues.

Wetlands and Water Resources

As with other environmental impacts, the DEIS minimizes damage to wetlands and 
water resources resulting from the proposed project.

Comments submitted by Martin County detail serious concerns, including potential 
impacts to the Northwest Fork of the Loxahatchee River, which is federally 
designated as a Wild and Scenic River. The DEIS brushes off such concerns, 
suggesting that the lack of proximity to the FECR tracks eliminates or minimizes 
them. The entire Loxahatchee River watershed is a significant ecological complex, 
however, that provides unique habitat for endangered, threatened and migratory birds
 that travel throughout the area, including within the right-of-way.

Overall impacts to wetlands throughout the project area have not been quantified or 
addressed by the DEIS, which discusses mitigation of these impacts without 
acknowledging Martin County’s special protections for all wetlands. Insufficient data is
 provided for an accurate evaluation of the project’s wetlands impacts.

Impacts to water resources are being considered by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers; however, the Corps has yet to schedule public hearings which have been 
requested by the Guardians of Martin County, Inc., as well as Martin County and 
other governmental agencies.

It is inevitable that impacts to manatee, protected seagrasses, and other marine life 
will be severe as a result of increased train traffic resulting in increased bridge 
closures producing more vessels queuing up to navigate through the bridge.

Conclusion

The DEIS failed to objectively and fairly evaluate the CSX Route Alternative (DEIS 
Figure 3.2-1), which would avoid most if not all of the negative impacts to Martin 
County residents and communities. The AAF-paid consultants simply rejected the 
CSX Route Alternative out-of-hand, citing speculative issues such as “the risk that 
CSX would not be willing to enter into” a shared use agreement for existing 
infrastructure and unsupported conclusions such as the CSX Route Alternative poses



 “the highest potential adverse direct and indirect impacts to wetlands and protected 
species.” (DEIS 3-7)
The Guardians of Martin County, Inc., strongly opposes the AAF project as proposed.
 The DEIS is replete with inaccurate, out-dated, speculative, and subjective material 
that appears to have been deliberately skewed by the drafters to support an 
unsustainable, critically flawed project.

The Guardians advocates consistency with the Martin County Comprehensive Growth
 Management Plan in all development throughout the County. The DEIS inaccurately 
states that the Plan was prepared by the Martin County “Division of Community 
Planning.” (DEIS 4-4) There is no such agency within Martin County government. The
 Plan was prepared by the Martin County Growth Management Department.

Please insist that the final EIS be delayed until supplemental and accurate 
information is provided that truly reflects the AAF project’s impacts on the population 
and communities along the projected route.

Sincerely,

Peter H. Conze, Jr., President
The Guardians of Martin County, Inc.

Once, again, this is a copied message that we fully support.  Drs. Thomas and Irene Suits



From: Jennifer Atkisson-Lovett
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com; john.winkle@dot.gov
Subject: AAF
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 7:42:59 AM

Dear Mr. Winkle,

I am writing you today as a resident of Martin County, Florida since 1978.  I also own a real
 estate brokerage and am the immediate Past President of the REALTOR Association of
 Martin County, thus I am very familiar with the AAF project and their promises.  I am also
 very aware of the devaluation that will happen to properties along the tracks, and the
 waterfront property west of the railroad bridge over the St. Lucie River which will be down
 now 16 hours a day and will greatly hamper the access to the waterways.  
I am concerned on many different levels.  First the delays that will hamper first responders and
 emergency vehicles as they try to reach our main hospital in downtown Stuart, which all
 entries have to cross the railroad crossings.  Second, I, along with many experts, can not make
 sense of how AAF can support the ridership numbers that they are projecting.  These numbers
 are just not feasible and make no financial sense.  Third, the route on the eastern coast of
 Florida will do nothing but negatively impact every county north of Palm Beach!  Our
 downtown's are at risk, our businesses, our jobs, our safety, our water access, and our quality
 of life!  As the trains stack up to wait to go over our trestle bridge it will destroy access to our
 beloved City of Stuart, and block access to our medical facilities.  
In summary, MOVE the trains WEST, where the negative impacts to Martin, St. Lucie and
 Indian River Counties will be minimized and not affect our safety and quality of life.  
Thank you for your consideration and our future lies in your hands.

Sincerely,

Jennifer Atkisson-Lovett

-- 
Jennifer Atkisson-Lovett, CLHMS, CRS, GRI, SFR
RE/MAX of Stuart
Broker-Co/Owner
772-288-1111
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From: Robert Puglisi
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 8:06:41 AM

This train will destroy our peaceful lives. Build it out west where it won't aggravate thousands and thousands of
 people.
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From: Anne D Bailey
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 9:36:16 AM

After reading all the information about the potential route of AAF, we are totally OPPOSED to routing the
 train through towns of Vero, Ft. Pierce and Stuart.  

Please reconsider routing for by the turnpike or I-95.

Many thanks.  Anne and Tom Bailey
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From: crystal mills
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 10:04:52 AM

To whom it may concern:

AAF brings more problems than answers and more doubts than assurances. I respect
 and understand the rights of private companies and I also greatly respect and
 understand the rights of citizens who call our dear state of Florida HOME. This plan
 and the sham of an EIS that has been prepared are agregious and do not take into
 account honestly and fairly all the impacts that this project will have. For the entire
 treasure coast there is no to little economic value and actually it can be well argued
 that their is more negative impact than positive impacts. I believe in mass
 transportation when  the location, city dynamics and economics call for it. None of
 these three perimeters are met in not only my view but the opinion of most treasure
 coast residents. I would like it to be known that with your train comes economic
 disruption throughout the state.

Crystal Lucas
718 SE Madison ave
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From: STANLEY
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 12:32:42 PM
Attachments: JohnWinkleAAF.DOC

My comments are attached.
Stan Carlsson
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November 29, 2014


Stanley Carlsson


6446 33rd Lane


Vero Beach, FL 32966-7801


Mr. John Winkle


Federal Railroad Administration


1200 New Jersey Ave., SE Room W38-311


Washington, D. C. 20590


Re:   All Aboard Florida (AAF) High Speed Train. 


Dear Mr. Winkle:


The Federal Railroad Administration should not approve this project based upon environmental and other significant concerns noted as follows:


· Undue haste has been taken with this project.  As a result, its structure and mission are flawed.  It serves two select markets with economic benefits only being realized by the terminal markets in Miami and Orlando.  Despite claims to the contrary, no benefits accrue to the intermediate towns and populations who will have to bear the cost of this project by increased taxes.  Rather, the dangers of high speed rail and the inconvenience of noisy trains, delayed traffic at railroad crossings is being foisted upon all of the towns in between as well as expenses to address noise abatement.  This is clearly a bad deal for all the intermediate populations and should not proceed.


· The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) undertaken as part of FRA’s assessment is, at the outset, compromised since the firm engaged to study environmental impacts was engaged and compensated by AAF itself!  AAF’s self interest is clearly reflected throughout the draft study.  Why didn’t the FRA select its own independent, impartial firm to conduct the EIS and arrange for the firm to bill AAF? 


· Following from the point above, the identified negative impacts relative to Wetlands, Floodplains, habitat loss, and land use are cavalierly dismissed with no suggested,  credible mitigants.


· All of the intermediate towns will, as a practical matter, be cut in half due to the inordinate amount of 32 trains passing through track level crossings.  Emergency service as well as local traffic will be adversely impacted with delays and increased air pollution from idling cars and trucks.  The resultant concentration of exhaust emissions will adversely effect air quality.


· The rail service will duplicate existing Miami/Orlando service provided by Amtrak.  AAF has not provided or justified projected demand for this service.  Projected ridership data is not being released due to, ostensibly, competitive considerations.  Given historical passenger railroad experience in the United States, AAF will join a lengthy list of unprofitable railroads heavily subsidized by the government.  I’m astounded that the FRA doesn’t recognize this! 


In view of the foregoing environmental well as other critical considerations, the FRA should disapprove the entire project. should be abandoned.


Sincerely,


Stan Carlsson






From: Osokato@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 1:07:11 PM

 To whom it may concern:
 
The EIS paid for by AAF is not only biased, it is flawed. The impact on towns and cities has not be
 addressed, nor has the danger to the general public. I strongly urge you to reject this proposal.
 
Dr. Don Gordon
6506 river run drive
Sebastian, Florida 32958
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From: Tom Guinther
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 1:43:40 PM


December 3, 2014
 
Gentleman:
    I am the current Chairman of the Barefoot Bay Recreation District (BBRD)
 Board of Trustees, which governs the community of Barefoot Bay Florida,
 located in south Brevard County, and represents more than 5000 residents, the
 majority of which are very concerned about the impact of All Aboard Florida
 (AAF) to our community and our standard of living.
    Some of our resident concerns about the All Aboard Florida (AAF)
 passenger rail project and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
 they have forwarded to the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) for review
 and comment are as follows:   
    The DEIS repeatedly refers to the impacts of adding 32 high speed trains as
 “will be mitigated.” No remedies are discussed for important issues like noise,
 vibration, air quality, construction staging or the impact more freight and 32
 passenger trains will have on our natural habitats and wildlife. There has been
 a serious attempt by AAF to fool us into accepting their plan with misleading
 facts or partial truths at area forums. Additionally, as the South Florida Phase 1
 segment is moving forward, many people believe there is nothing we can do to
 resolve their concerns. That sentiment has been used by AAF to limit
 comments and promise local officials concessions and/or stations “sometime in
 the future.”
    The new AAF tracks will bisect Barefoot Bay, a community of mostly
 retired and senior residents, and will mean increased train activity could
 virtually cut off the east parts of my neighborhood from western portions and
 be a serious impediment to the delivery of emergency services. Neighbors will
 be separated from neighbors and access to needed community services will be
 limited by increased delays at railroad crossings.
    Safety at railroad crossings is also a huge concern for our residents and when
 you add 32 daily high speed trains, PLUS 16 to 20 freight trains to our road
 crossings, which are at grade level, you create an accident waiting to happen.
    Also, not adequately addressed by AAF is the demolition and replacement of
 the St. Sebastian River railroad bridge. The AAF states the bridge will remain
 in its right-of-way and while that may be true, the tracks are being moved east
 and at landfall, will impact homes in the Little Hollywood community, one of
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 our southern neighbors. Among the issues, “to be mitigated”, are the impacts
 of bridge construction on the annual winter migration of the Florida Manatee,
 an endangered species. The St. Sebastian River is treated as a stand-alone issue
 and no mention is made concerning its use as a watershed by the St. Johns
 River Management District or that the St. Sebastian River is a tributary of, and
 included in, the National Indian River Lagoon Estuary, a Lagoon of national
 importance and already in critical need of restoration.
    In conclusion, I am asking the Railroad Administration to reject the flawed
 Draft Environmental Impact Statement and tell All Aboard Florida to do their
 due diligence and provide needed facts that truly justify this proposal. It is also
 worth mentioning that Florida voters approved an amendment to the state’s
 constitution in 2000 authorizing a high speed “bullet” train adjacent to
 Florida’s Turnpike and actually, Florida already has a passenger train that goes
 from Miami to Orlando and no one rides it. It’s called Amtrak.
 
Sincerely yours,
 
Thomas Guinther,
Board of Trustees Chairman,
Barefoot Bay Recreation District



From: Linda Harris
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 3:22:31 PM

I am against All Aboard Florida coming through the Treasure Coast as it will be
 detrimental to the environment and as well as the people living here.  There are
 alternatives that are more advantages to the public such as building a rail system
 along I-95, Florida Turnpike, or use existing AMTRAC system.

I do support high speed rail as it has been successful in other parts of the world.  The
 U.S. is so far behind in passenger train service compared to Europe, China, and
 Japan because governments have supported such a move with public monies. 
 AMTRAC is not properly funded to serve as the prototype for high speed rail service. 

It seems to me that AAF is using a passenger system to be ready for heavier freight
 traffic when the Canal is completed and the Miami port is finished.  In a few years
 AAF will declare bankruptcy and the freight system will be profitable to the investors.

I see no benefit for the citizens of the Treasure Coast and all the disadvantages that
 increased rail traffic will have for people and businesses along the proposed route
 and our way of life.  It seems our citizens are fighting to stop this train system similar
 to David and Goliath - but remember who won.
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From: Rachanne Bank
To: AAF_Comments_Reply
Subject: AAF
Date: Friday, December 5, 2014 11:32:28 AM

DEAR SIR,
PLEASE RECONSIDER THIS PROPOSAL.  IT WILL GREATLY DAMAGE ALL THE 
COMMUNITIES THAT HAVE RAILROAD TRACKS RUNNING THROUGH THEM. WE 
ALL KNOW PASSENGER TRAINS DO NOT MAKE MONEY, BUT FREIGHT TRAINS 
DO.  THIS IS THE CAMELS FOOT IN THE DOOR….
WE HAVE ENOUGH TRAINS RUNNING THROUGH TOWN NOW, PLEASE DO NOT 
INCREASE THEM.
THANK YOU,
RACHANNE BANK
JOSEPH BANK
1805 SAILFISH PT. BLVD. 
STUART, FL. 34996
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From: BSMcKey@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com; john.winkle@dot.gov; Anthony.Foxx@dot.gov; Andrew.W.Phillips@usace.army.mil;

 David.Keys@noaa.gov; Evelyn.Smart@uscg.mil; Allan.Nagy@faa.gov; James.Christian@dot.gov;
 Benito.Cunill@dot.gov; Gavin.Jamesg@epa.gov; Mueller.Heinz@epa.gov; John_Wrublik@fws.gov;
 Charles_Kelso@fws.gov; CongressmanPatrick.Murphy@mail.house.gov; BillNelson@senate.gov;
 Negron.Joe.web@flsenate.gov; GHarrell@GayleHarrell.com; MaryLynn.Magar@myfloridahouse.gov

Subject: AAF
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 6:30:59 PM

All Aboard Florida, a private entity, should not be allowed to negatively impact
 the quality of life enjoyed by the residents of the Treasure Coast of Florida. 
 Martin County has strived to make our community a good place to live and has
 been very successful in those endeavors.  Now a private entity areas of Stuart,
 Port Salerno, Jensen Beach and Hobe Sound (in addition to the freight traffic
 already in existence), endangering our lives, livelihoods, the environment, our
 wildlife, and our peaceful existence.  And they expect us to pay the bill for, at
 least, continuing maintenance of crossings!
 
Since no passenger train service in this country runs a profitable operation, this
 proposed service cannot expect to do so either.  So, it is apparent this project is
 all about the other profits they plan to realize, namely development at terminal
 locations and probably increased freight traffic utilizing the added tracts.
 
Please don't allow this to happen!  The Treasure Coast of Florida and especially
 our unique Martin County should not be the unwilling victims of a big business
 scheme designed only to fill the pockets of (non-local) investors involved with
 this proposal.
 
Please,  stop this insanity!
 
Sande McKey
Stuart Resident
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From: Ned Arnold
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 7:59:14 PM

Please respect the sanctity of my home by not pursuing AAF.

The noise is currently more than enough to encroach on the tranquility of my and my wife's quality of life. The
 proposed increase will be beyond acceptable.

Edward Arnold
236 Poinciana Dr.
Jupiter, FL 33458

Sent from my iPad
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From: ray coffey
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Saturday, September 27, 2014 12:15:20 AM

This service is not needed. It will solve nothing.  Amtrac should be an example.  Build roads from
 east to west in central Florida. The public does not want AAF, and will not support it!
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From: Tom McDonald
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Thursday, October 23, 2014 1:50:05 PM
Attachments: AAF Support Letter.CTA.PDF

 
 
Thomas M. McDonald, President
CRAVEN THOMPSON
& ASSOCIATES, INC.
3563 NW 53rd Street
Fort Lauderdale, FL  33309
Phone:  (954) 739-6400
Fax:  (954) 739-6409
Cell:  (954) 296-3999
email: tmcdonald@craventhompson.com
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From: Kevin O"Halloran
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 9:46:03 PM

        I would just like to say I support AAF but I would like the state to consider developing the big picture. Florida
 should not only support the project as is but also expansion to other parts of the state like Jacksonville and Tampa.
 Florida needs a world class transit system and this project will not work in a vacuum so we should support transit
 oriented development and projects that help reign in the excessive car culture we have in this state. Bike lanes,
 multi-use development, and regional transit expansion that connect to AAF should all be supported in order for our
 state be be successful, sustainable and respected. Please just look at the big picture and don’t hope this will be a one
 and done solution. Also keeping fares low with a possible public/private partnership would be helpful for everyone.
 Thank you for your time

mailto:kevinmohalloran@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Robert Metell
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 11:34:07 PM

I believe All Aboard Florida would be a good thing for the state. First, Florida will take the
 lead in developing a High Speed Train system privately funded. Secondly, it will demonstrate
 private investors can provide affordable travel options to tourist and the citizens of Florida. 
 Thirdly it will provide employment which in turn will be a boost to the economy. Fourthly, it
 is environmentally friendly, by providing travelers another option to reach Central Florida
 from South Florida. 

I support all the efforts of All Aboard Florida to bring a High Speed Passenger Train service to
 FL. I think, once it is up and running, it should be extended to Tampa, Jacksonville and out
 the Panhandle.

Thank You
Bob Metell
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From: William Harrigan
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Monday, November 3, 2014 6:02:31 AM

To whom it may concern,
I am a resident of Hobe Sound & live a 1/2 mile east of the RR tracks. I am so opposed to this AAF not only for the
 noise, & stopping traffic, but for the safety of all the children in the neighborhood who are riding bikes, skating, &
 playing. It is very reasonable to predict this AAF will have blood on the tracks.
William Harrigan
8167 SE Windjammer Way
Hobe Sound

Sent from my iPhone
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From: paradismarc@videotron.ca
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: negron.joe.web@flsenate.gov; debbie.mayfield@myfloridahouse.gov; rick.scott@eog.myflorida.com;

 vistaroyalebulletin@gmail.com; VistaInformation@vistaroyale.info
Subject: AAF, All Aboard Florida, Indian River County
Date: Wednesday, November 5, 2014 3:44:40 PM
Importance: High

Mr John Winkle,
Federal Railroad Administration,
1200 New Jersey Ave. S.E., Room W38-31,
Washington ,DC 20590
 

Dear Mr Winkle,

 

As winter residents of the Vista Royale Community in Vero Beach, Fl, we just love
 that place as an oasis of peace and quietness and believe it is a true heaven on
 earth. We fully support the position of the Vista Royale Board of Directors as
 expressed in the resolution reproduced at the end of this letter. We ask the
 commission to reconsider the request from AAF, and deny all applications.

 

Such a project would not only harm the quality of life of a wonderful environment and
 a united community, it might become the beginning of the end for the tourism
 industry in a whole region as we know it today. This would bring amazing noise
 (horns, whistles) and air pollution increase, a greater danger of derailment in a
 densely populated area due to the speed of the trains that would certainly affect not
 only the Vista Royale residents but would harm all of the Vero Beach area
 population.

 

As new tracks will be needed, why not build them in an area as far away as possible
 from densely populated areas ? Isn’t it a big common sense and judgment issue ?
 Isn't the quality of human life at least as important as economic profit for a few
 individuals? And should we not be as careful for the environment of human beings as
 we are for the environment of certain animals in different projects and developments
 ?

 

Thank you very much for your attention and your concern,

 

Please accept our best regards,

mailto:paradismarc@videotron.ca
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Cécile and Marc Paradis,
93 Springlake Drive #201,
Vero Beach, FL 32962
 

paradismarc@videotron.ca

 

 

 

RESOLUTION
 

Be It Resolved That the Vista Royale Board of Directors, representing a senior
 community of 1512 condos in Indian River County, bordering Route 1 and the current
 railroad tracks, is overwhelmingly against the All Aboard Florida proposal to add tracks
 allowing up to 32 passenger trains a day, travelling at high speeds, very close to our
 community.  There are presently 3 railroad crossings (Oslo Road, 1st Street and 4th Street)
 that will be directly affected by the planned tracks and trains, limiting our access to
 emergency services, shopping and daily travel throughout Indian River County, as well as the
 safety issues associated with the additional trains.
 

Residents of Vista Royale are presently disturbed by the existing train noise
 throughout the day and night, and any additional trains and noise associated with them will
 only exacerbate this level of disturbance and severely limit our peaceful use of the many
 outdoor activities we currently enjoy.  We are also concerned that Vista Royale’s properties
 will decline in value because of the diminished access to our community and the increased
 noise generated by the high speed trains.
 

We request you utilize all of your efforts to STOP THIS TRAIN PROJECT FROM
 GOING FORWARD.
 

mailto:paradismarc@videotron.ca


From: Yves O"Bready
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: negron.joe.web@flsenate.gov; debbie.mayfield@myfloridahouse.gov; rick.scott@eog.myflorida.com;

 vistaroyalebulletin@gmail.com; VistaInformation@vistaroyale.info
Subject: AAF, All Aboard Florida, Indian River County
Date: Sunday, October 19, 2014 11:35:26 AM

To the attention of :
Mr John Winkle,
Federal Railroad Administration,
1200 New Jersey Ave. S.E., Room W38-31,
Washington ,DC 20590
Copies to : Mr Joe Negron, Mrs Debbie Mayfield, Mr Rick Scott, Mr Bill Nelson, Mr Marco Rubio, Mr Bill Posey
Already copied and pasted to following websites :
billnelson.senate.gov;
rubio.senate.gov;
posey.house.gov;
Dear Mr Winkle,
As winter residents of the Vista Royale Community in Vero Beach, Fl, we just love that place
 as an oasis of peace and quietness and believe it is a true heaven on earth. We fully support
 the position of the Vista Royale Board of Directors as expressed in the resolution reproduced
 at the end of this letter. We ask the commission to reconsider the request from AAF, and deny
 all applications.
Such a project would not only harm the quality of life of a wonderful environment and a
 united community, it might become the beginning of the end for the tourism industry in a
 whole region as we know it today. This would bring amazing noise (horns, whistles) and air
 pollution increase, a greater danger of derailment in a densely populated area due to the speed
 of the trains that would certainly affect not only the Vista Royale residents but would harm all
 of the Vero Beach area population.
As new tracks will be needed, why not build them in an area as far away as possible from
 densely populated areas ? Isn’t it a big common sense and judgment issue ? Isn't the quality of
 human life at least as important as economic profit for a few individuals? And should we not
 be as careful for the environment of human beings as we are for the environment of certain
 animals in different projects and developments ?
Thank you very much for your attention and your concern,
Please accept our best regards,
Yves O'Bready
Monique Turgeon
yves.obready@gmail.com
79 Royal Oak Dr, # 203,
Vero Beach, Fl 32962-3766 USA
819-300-9455 (Magic-Jack VoIP

RESOLUTION
Be It Resolved That the Vista Royale Board of Directors, representing a senior

 community of 1512 condos in Indian River County, bordering Route 1 and the current
 railroad tracks, is overwhelmingly against the All Aboard Florida proposal to add tracks
 allowing up to 32 passenger trains a day, travelling at high speeds, very close to our
 community. There are presently 3 railroad crossings (Oslo Road, 1st Street and 4th Street) that
 will be directly affected by the planned tracks and trains, limiting our access to emergency
 services, shopping and daily travel throughout Indian River County, as well as the safety
 issues associated with the additional trains.

Residents of Vista Royale are presently disturbed by the existing train noise
 throughout the day and night, and any additional trains and noise associated with them will
 only exacerbate this level of disturbance and severely limit our peaceful use of the many
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 outdoor activities we currently enjoy. We are also concerned that Vista Royale’s properties
 will decline in value because of the diminished access to our community and the increased
 noise generated by the high speed trains.

We request you utilize all of your efforts to STOP THIS TRAIN PROJECT FROM
 GOING FORWARD.
------------------------------------------------------------------------ E N D --------------------------------

----------------------------------
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From: jacksull3368@gmail.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF, DIVISION OF FLORIDA EAST COAST RAILROAD
Date: Sunday, September 21, 2014 10:13:47 AM

>
> Attn: John Winkle, Federal Railroad Administration
> AAF IS NOT GOING TO BE A VIABLE PASSENGER RAIL SERVICE.
> Let's look at the real story
> Why a proposal such as this, has been put on the table
> The Panama Canal is being enlarged to handle super freighters and tankers
> The ports of Miami and Fort Lauderdale are doing likewise to handle this increase of freight traffic. The rail bed,
 crossings and bridges need to be upgraded to handle this flow of freight, not the sham of a passenger service.. No
 passenger service is planned for anywhere on the treasure coast. Let's wake up. WE, THE TAXPAYERS don't need
 to shell out money for this hoax. BONDS, HA HA
> If express passenger service is warranted, between Miami and Orlando ,let's look at what's really a viable alternate
> 1. MEGA BUS  one of the largest (and most successful)inter city,express bus services in the world has recently
 started a, low cost, non stop service from Miami to Orlando on the turnpike.
> 2. CSX RAIL TRACKS run from Miami to Orlando west of the coastal cities, through mostly rural agricultural
 areas. OOPS! They are not Florida east coast freight tracks. Get the picture!
> 3. A Disney type monorail could be built along the right of way along the turnpike, and would not impede the
 flow of any auto traffic, even could have some stations and parking lots along the way( think of how many
 construction jobs, would be created.)
> 4. MAGLEV TRAIN SERVICE. Germany has developed a high speed magnetic levitation passenger service, and
 it is currently operating between Shanghai int'l airport and the city. This could also be constructed along the
 turnpike, without impeding any ground traffic. Especially emergency vehicles.
> PLEASE SHARE THIS WITH YOUR NEIGHBORING COUNTY OFFICIALS AND STATE OFFICE
 HOLDERS, INCLUDING THE GOVERNOR.
> THANK YOU
> JACK SULLIVAN
> VERO BEACH
>
> Sent from my iPad
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From: Sandlin
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: eve.samples@tcpalm.com
Subject: AAF, Number ONE concern
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 3:20:18 PM

The number one "concern" voiced by everyone, beside safety, is the destruction of property

values, and quality of life for the many thousands of families living within 2-3 miles on either

side of the tracks.

Reliable estimates indicate a reduction of property values, in the wake of 32 trains screaming

through neighborhoods with enormous noise, vibrations, dangers, and pollution, at 35-50

 percent !  Who will compensate these families for their losses ? This will wipe out the equity

many of these people have in their homes...other Fl real estate experts believe this

unnecessary venture will actually render homes within a half mile of the tracks"unsaleable".

Certainly, common sense would clearly dictate that quality of life will unquestionably

be enormously reduced for these families, never mind businesses.

I live some 8-10 miles from the tracks, so AAF will not greatly effect my family, although we

hear the trains each day, now. I can only imagine the suffering those living within a mile, or two

would have to endure, and WE ALL SHOULD SYMPATHIZE WITH THESE FAMILIES, and

require AAF's trains to pass far to the west of our communities.

Thank you in advance for your consideration,

Wayne Sandlin

mailto:sandlinmedia@comcast.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
mailto:eve.samples@tcpalm.com


From: Judy Holder
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF. Train wreck
Date: Monday, October 6, 2014 6:36:46 AM

Dear John Winkle,

Who can stop this terrible Environmental Impact as well as All Aboard Florida barreling through already crowded
 neighborhoods as well as heavily congested traffic areas????

Why can't AAF use railroads (Amtrack) west of 95?

This is and has been headline news for months...that's all anyone talks about...

How can AAF just railroad this project....again...who can stop it? The government?

We'd love to hear from you.
Thanks
Judy and Bill Holder
Port Saint Lucie

Sent from Judy's iPad
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From: John Stortz
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: aaf
Date: Sunday, November 9, 2014 10:53:40 AM

 To Whom it May Concern,
 
I am opposed to the All Aboard Florida usage of the rail lines for this new private venture. I
 have always understood that progress is inevitable, and that things will always be in a state  of
 flux...sometimes for the better, sometimes for the worse. 
 
Couldn't you spend just a bit more money and route the railroad over to the interstate and
 run it up by the highway where there are fewer people, less impact. Doesn't the quality of life
 for tens of thousands matter? I know the cost would be more, but in the years to come, it
 would seem to me to be the better option for a variety of reasons. 
 
john stortz
808 se ocean ave
stuart, fl 34996
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From: tombalch@live.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Aaf
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 5:34:07 PM

Sent from my iPAll Aboard Florida would be a disaster for the Treasure Coast. The eventual cost of replacing it
 with further west route will at least double the cost of doing it right the first time! A boondoggle taking shape. 772-
569-6741
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From: John Pulver
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF
Date: Friday, September 19, 2014 8:44:11 PM

It appears that to benefit a relatively small portion of the public wishing to travel from the southern terminals to
 entertainment in the Orlando area will be to the daily detriment of many more people who live and travel along its
 route. This train will negatively impact the daily lives of many people for the convenience of a few. The train will
 have a negative economic and growth prospect for many communities along its proposed route. The train along the
 proposed route should not be allowed.
John Pulver
Fort Pierce, Florida
Sent from my iPad
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From: Robert Walser
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF_comments
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 1:42:58 PM

I am writing from Martin county and strongly oppose any increase in train traffic along the
 FEC line.

Land Safety:
Any increase in train traffic (high speed and/or freight) through Martin, St. Lucie, Indian
 River, Brevard County only increases the percentages for fatalities near the tracks.

Marine Safety:
Any increase in train traffic (high speed and/or freight) over the St. Lucie River in Stuart, FL
 definitely further impedes navigable water to an unreasonable standard. Recreational boaters
 currently wait 45 minutes for the bridge to open on Saturday mornings, which is
 unreasonable. Commercial barges take up to 1/2 hour just to get through the narrow opening,
 when its open.

Thanking you in advance,

Robert Walser
102 S River Rd.
Sewall's Point, FL 34996
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From: John L Dotto
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF/FRA - DEIS
Date: Saturday, November 29, 2014 12:51:55 PM

Dear Sirs at the Federal Railroad Administration,
 
Thank you for holding the DEIS comments meeting at the Fort Lauderdale Convention Center Oct 28th
 2013 relating to the proposed All Aboard Florida passenger train service and the increased FECI freight
 project. These plans and projects will mean an increase in rail traffic from 14 trains each day today to 52
 trains each day - an increase of 372% in rail traffic through the City and over the navigable waters of the
 New River.
 
The DEIS found this massive 372% increase in rail traffic would have "No Significant Impact" on the
 quality of life of the residents of Fort Lauderdale or to the $9,000,000,000 marine industry that relies on
 the New River as it's sole access to their boat yards. 
 
This conclusion by the DEIS is so absurd as to be laughable if it were not so serious a matter.
 
At the above mentioned meeting there was a simulation of marine traffic over the New River at the FEC
 rail bridge choke-point. All boats were portrayed of equal size and all boats stopped in the water as if
 they were cars on the road at a traffic light! The New River is a navigable body of water and it is tidal -
 there are twice-daily strong ebb and flow of tides. The combination of wind and tides makes navigation
 of the narrow channel at the FEC bridge tricky at best. With that FEC bridge closed much more
 frequently for trains it will be difficult and dangerous for larger vessels to hold fast for 20 mins or more.
 Current estimates by AAF stipulate the FEC bridge will be closed over 30 mins of ever hour. Captains of
 larger vessels will not risk navigating the New River under those conditions and will simply take their
 business elsewhere.  The damage to the marine industry will be incalculable and over 100,000 jobs will
 be in peril.
 
Why does the DEIS virtually ignore this hugely negative impact on the most important industry in Fort
 Lauderdale - the Marine Industry?
 
As if this alone were not enough the DEIS also ignores the quality of life of the residents of Fort
 Lauderdale. The City will be virtually split in two by the constant closings of grade level rail and road
 crossings.  The City will take the full brunt of 52 trains thundering through the grade level crossings every
 day seriously restricting vehicular traffic including police, fire and ambulance emergency services as well
 as impeding access to Broward General Hospital at 17th Street.
 
The DEIS is an incomplete document and therefore misleading and false in it's findings and conclusions. 
  
 
The reality is that trains, freight trains in particular, are a positive industry for the State and the Nation but
 the expansion of these business projects must be implemented responsibly.  Freight trains must be re-
routed to the west away from urban areas along the SR27 corridor so that the true freight expansion that
 includes Panamax can flow unhindered.
 
Passenger trains, if it can be shown to be a profitable venture, should be elevated 20 to 25 feet over
 navigable waters allowing 80% of marine traffic to pass without hindrance and larger vessels would
 request an opening in exactly the same way as the four bascule bridges that operate today over the New
 River.
 
Sincerely,
 
John Dotto

mailto:jldotto@bellsouth.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


1338 Mango Isle
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33315
 
954 463-2255 h
954 494-5865 m
******************************
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



From: Taub, Cynthia
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: Tobin, Myles (Myles.Tobin@allaboardflorida.com); Bonanti, Christopher

 (Christopher.Bonanti@allaboardflorida.com)
Subject: AAF’s Comments on the FRA’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 4:42:46 PM
Attachments: AAF Comments on DEIS.pdf

Attachment to AAF Comments on DEIS.pdf

Mr. Winkle-
 
On behalf of All Aboard Florida-Operations LLC (AAF), I am pleased to provide AAF’s
 attached comments on the FRA’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Phase II of
 AAF’s proposed privately owned and operated passenger railroad system connecting
 Orlando and Miami.  We appreciate the opportunity to comment.
 
Best regards,
 
Cynthia
 
Cynthia L. Taub
ctaub@steptoe.com

Steptoe
 
+1 202 429 8133 direct
+1 202 261 0512 fax

Steptoe & Johnson LLP
1330 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20036
www.steptoe.com
 

 
This message and any attached documents contain information from the law firm Steptoe & Johnson LLP that may be
 confidential and/or privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, please do not read, copy, distribute, or use this
 information. If you have received this transmission in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and then
 delete this message.
 
 
 

mailto:CTaub@steptoe.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
mailto:Myles.Tobin@allaboardflorida.com
mailto:Christopher.Bonanti@allaboardflorida.com
mailto:Christopher.Bonanti@allaboardflorida.com



 
   


 


December 3, 2014 
 
Mr. John Winkle 
Federal Railroad Administration 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE Room W38-311 
Washington, DC 20590 
 
Re: All Aboard Florida’s Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 


Section 4(f) Evaluation for All Aboard Florida’s Miami to Orlando Passenger Rail 
Service 


 
Dear Mr. Winkle, 
 


I am writing on behalf of All Aboard Florida-Operations LLC (AAF) to provide AAF’s 
comments on the Federal Railroad Administration’s (FRA) Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for Phase II of AAF’s proposed privately owned and operated passenger 
railroad system connecting Orlando and Miami (Project).  AAF is a wholly-owned subsidiary of 
Florida East Coast Industries, Inc. (FECI), one of Florida's oldest and largest transportation, 
infrastructure, and commercial real estate companies.  


As set forth in the DEIS, AAF is planning to construct and operate a passenger rail 
project designed to provide safe, convenient travel to and from Florida’s most highly trafficked 
commercial, entertainment, and recreational destinations.  AAF is the first privately owned and  
operated project of its kind being developed in the United States today.  The 235-mile rail 
network will connect South Florida to Orlando by utilizing and improving the existing Florida 
East Coast Corridor infrastructure and creating new tracks into Central Florida.  The 
transformational infrastructure project will provide a vital new service for Florida residents and 
visitors, and eliminate more than three million car trips from the region’s roadways each year. 
AAF passenger service is anticipated to begin in late 2016. 


The initial Phase I of the Project consists of a new passenger rail service with 
independent utility along the 66.5 miles of the FEC Corridor connecting West Palm Beach, Fort 
Lauderdale and Miami, and including three stations and associated infrastructure improvements.  
The FRA issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for Phase I of the Project on 
January 31, 2013.  Phase II of the Project will extend that service to Orlando.  The total Project 
will consist of a 235-mile intercity passenger rail service with an anticipated three-hour travel 
time between Miami and Orlando.  


Cynthia L. Taub 
202 429 8133 
ctaub@steptoe.com 


1330 Connecticut Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20036-1795 
202 429 3000 main 
www.steptoe.com 
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AAF is responsible for financing the development, construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the passenger rail system.  AAF has applied for a $1.6 billion loan through the 
Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement Financing (RRIF) program, which is a loan and loan 
guarantee program administered by FRA.1  It is important to note that FRA has been requested to 
provide a loan only, not a grant, loan guarantees, or other form of federal financial support.  
Thus, the AAF Project will be funded without federal grants.  


AAF submits these comments to provide an overview of the benefits of the Project, to 
note the broad level of support for the Project, and to respond to a few specific issues in the 
DEIS and raised in public comments thereon. 


I. The AAF Project Will Have Significant Benefits for Floridians and Visitors  


AAF agrees with the findings in the DEIS that this Project will have significant benefits 
for Floridians and visitors, including transportation benefits, air quality improvements, economic 
benefits, and public health and safety improvements.  Each of these areas is discussed below. 


 
A. Transportation-Related Benefits 


The AAF Project will connect Miami to Orlando with intermediate stations in Fort 
Lauderdale and West Palm Beach, serving the transportation needs of the 9 million residents 
along the corridor, along with the 50 million people who already travel between and within the 
Project’s planned route on an annual basis.  This rail service will provide visitors a viable 
transportation alternative to congested highways and airport terminals, while also providing 
regional residents a fast, affordable, and environmentally sustainable method of transportation.  
Key transportation benefits of the Project include: 


 
• Offering hourly departures and 16 round trips per day originating at each 


terminal station for a total of 32 daily trips, starting in the early morning and 
ending in the late evening; 


• Connecting Miami and Orlando in approximately  three hours; 


• Designed to serve local residents, tourists, and business travelers; 


• Hospitality-driven on-board experience; 


• Time savings of 25-30% compared with existing travel options;   


• Providing relief for Florida’s congested roadways – three million less cars on 
roadways each year, reducing highway congestion, fuel usage, emissions, 
highway maintenance costs, and accidents; 


• Nearby access to retail, dining, and hotel attractions; 


                                                 
1 AAF is also pursuing alternative private financing options such as Private Activity Bonds. 
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• Benefiting current freight train service on the FECR Corridor by upgrading 
tracks, which enables the velocities of trains to increase; improving crossings, 
which increases safety improvements; installing Positive Train Control and 
providing a second main line; and   


• Providing a connection point in Miami-Dade County for commuter, intercity, 
heavy rail, and a new street car.  AAF’s Fort Lauderdale station will also be 
across the street from the WAVE street car station.  This will enable the 
leveraging of the AAF Project with existing federal investments. 


With regard to traffic issues, it is important to note that increased traffic between Orlando 
and Miami has placed significant pressure on the regional roads and highways.  According to the 
Texas Transportation Institute’s 2012 Urban Mobility Report, Southeast Florida ranks fifth in all 
urban areas in terms of total traffic delays and fourth in terms of excess fuel demand, which 
results in millions of hours of travel delay, as well as excessive fuel consumption and air 
emissions. This ranking does not consider the nearly 6 million additional residents that the U.S. 
Census expects will make the State of Florida their home by 2040. 


The AAF Project will provide an alternate transportation mode that will reduce the 
number of cars on the State’s congested roads, thereby also reducing vehicular emissions, fuel 
consumption, traffic accidents, and highway maintenance costs.  It will also provide a 
transportation solution to the millions of tourists and the millions of residents that will be moving 
to Central and South Florida over the next several years.   


B. Air Quality Benefits 


The AAF Project will have significant air quality benefits.  As demonstrated in section 
5.2.1 of the DEIS, the Project will improve regional air quality by significantly reducing the 
number of cars on roads and highways in central‐east Florida.  The air quality study 
demonstrates that the Project will decrease emissions of all regulated pollutants.  By 2030, the 
combined Project will reduce CO emissions by 1,654 tons, NOx by 192 tons, VOCs by 59 tons, 
and PM10 by 7 tons.  By reducing auto traffic, the Project will also result in significant 
reductions in fuel consumption and noxious air emissions. 


C. Economic Benefits 


As set forth in the DEIS, the Project will have significant long‐term direct economic 
benefits to local communities, local governments, and the State of Florida as a whole.  While the 
economic benefit numbers set forth in the DEIS are robust, AAF notes that the DEIS estimates of 
economic benefits are also conservative – a comprehensive economic impact study conducted by 
The Washington Economics Group (WEG), a leading Florida-based economic consulting 
practice, found even greater economic benefits from the Project than those estimated in the 
DEIS.  See The Washington Economics Group, Economic Impacts of the All Aboard Florida 
Intercity Passenger Rail Project (May 20, 2014), available at 
http://www.allaboardflorida.com/facts/economic-impact.html.   
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As set forth in the WEG report, the Project will have more than $6 billion in positive 
economic impacts for the state over the next eight years, and will serve as an engine for growth 
for Florida cities.  Additionally, the Project is expected to create more than 10,000 jobs on 
average per year during rail-line construction.  Additional benefits will be realized through the 
transit‐oriented development (TOD) that will be created by AAF at and around the stations in 
Miami, Fort Lauderdale, and West Palm Beach. 


Dr. Tony Villamil, former U.S. Undersecretary of Commerce and Chief Economist with 
over 20 years of experience as an economics expert, led the WEG study that found the Project 
will add nearly $3.5 billion in GDP to the state of Florida’s economy, in addition to an estimated 
$2 billion in labor income and over $600 million in tax revenues for Federal, State and Local 
Governments through 2021. 


As highlighted in the WEG report, the overall impacts of the Project to the State of 
Florida would include: 


• An average of 5,539 jobs created per year during construction and operation. 


• Economic impact of approximately $6.4 billion comprised of $3.4 billion 
from Rail-Line Construction, $887 million from Rail-Line Operations, $1.8 
billion from TOD Construction, and $284 million from TOD Operations. 


• Gross Domestic Product of almost $3.5 billion, with $1.7 billion realized from 
Rail-Line Construction, $620 million from Rail-Line Operations, $981 million 
from TOD Construction, and $204 million from TOD Operations. 


• Federal, State & Local Tax Revenue of $653 million derived as the sum of 
$292 million from Rail-Line Construction, $126 million from Rail-Line 
Operations, $187 million from TOD Construction, and $48 million from TOD 
Operations. 


1. Economic Benefits from Construction 


The WEG report found that constructing the Project is expected to generate over 10,000 
jobs, with a total economic benefit of $3.4 billion.  During the construction period, beneficial 
impacts include job creation and investments associated with the design, engineering, and 
construction of rail, bridges, communications infrastructure, support facilities, and train stations 
as well as equipment purchases.  Economic benefits to the State of Florida during construction 
include the following:  


• 10,435 construction jobs (avg. per year) across the two-year Rail-Line 
construction period, producing nearly $1.2 billion in labor income. 


• 1,695 construction jobs created from TOD Construction (avg. per year) across 
the construction period between 2014 and 2020, producing over $650 million 
in labor income. 
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• $292 million in Federal, State & Local Tax Revenue from Rail‐Line 
Construction and an additional $187 million in tax revenue from TOD 
Construction. 


In addition to the foregoing economic benefits of the Project felt across the State, the 
WEG report found that economic benefits will be realized in each of the counties where 
construction activities occur: Miami-Dade, Broward, Palm Beach, Martin, Indian River, St. 
Lucie, Brevard, and Orange.  Approximately $2 billion of economic impacts will be spread 
across these counties. 


2. Economic Benefits from Operations  


The WEG report found that economic benefits to the State of Florida during the 
operational phases of the Project (consisting of Rail‑Line Operations and TOD Operations 
occurring from 2016 through 2021) would include the following: 


 
• 1,603 jobs created from Rail-Line Operations (avg. per year) producing $442 


million in labor income. 


• 389 jobs created from TOD Operations (avg. per year) producing $66 million 
in labor income.  


• $126 million in Federal, State and Local Tax Revenues from Rail-Line 
Operations and an additional $48 million in tax revenue from TOD 
Operations. 


3.  Other Economic Benefits 


The Project will have economic development benefits for local communities and the 
state, including development of urban centers surrounding South Florida downtown stations, and 
increased tourism.  In addition, the Project will provide benefits to key industries in Florida (such 
as travel and hospitality) as the mobility of the labor force is improved and visitors are attracted 
to enjoy extended vacations utilizing the convenience of the intercity rail service between South 
and Central Florida. 


The Project would increase federal, state, and local government revenues and have other 
direct economic benefits to local populations.  Increases in tax revenue, including growth in real 
estate taxes, corporate income taxes, and sales taxes, as well as benefits to be realized from 
reemployment insurance, could reduce local tax burdens and/or be utilized to address 
community‐specific needs (schools, parks, public works, police, and fire protection).  See DEIS 
at p. 5-128. 


Additional indirect economic benefits of the Project would be realized through savings 
associated with reduced highway maintenance costs.  The operation of passenger rail service 
would relieve road congestion, which would prolong the lifespan of highway infrastructure.  See 
DEIS at § 5.4.3.2. 
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The Project will benefit environmental justice communities by providing job 
opportunities both during the construction period and during operations.  AAF would hire local 
workers to the greatest extent practicable. Section 5.4.3 of the DEIS, Economic Conditions, 
discusses these benefits in detail. 


AAF  has implemented a disadvantaged and small business enterprise (DBE) 
participation program to ensure meaningful participation of small and disadvantaged businesses, 
including minority-owned, woman-owned, veteran-owned, and service-disabled veteran-owned 
firms. AAF’s program defines specific participation opportunities, procurement strategies, 
planned compliance reporting, and outreach efforts.  AAF is proud of the participation of DBE 
firms on its Project to date and is particularly pleased that the first meaningful construction 
contract for Phase I of the Project was awarded to a South Florida DBE company. Thus far, the 
goals set forth in AAF’s DBE program have been exceeded. 


D. Public Health, Safety, and Accessibility Benefits 


AAF’s highest priority in developing this Project is the public’s safety and the safe 
operation of our trains and railway.  As provided in the DEIS, the Project would have an overall 
beneficial effect on public health, safety and security in the rail corridor.  Significant public 
health and safety benefits will be realized from the decrease in roadway congestion and vehicular 
accidents on existing parallel roadways such as U.S. 1 and I‐95, as well as a decrease in air 
emissions.  


The Project would benefit elderly and handicapped individuals by providing a 
transportation option that will enhance mobility and livability in their communities.  The AAF 
trains and stations will fully conform to the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
requirements.  The AAF intercity passenger rail service is the nation’s first all-new passenger rail 
service in more than a century, and as such, AAF is taking advantage of this position to design, 
build and operate a fully accessible intercity passenger rail service .  
  


AAF stations will be ADA compliant, with ramps, elevators and escalators between all 
levels of the station facilities, from parking, entry to the station, to access to the platforms and 
trains.  AAF passenger platforms are designed to be ‘level-boarding’ from the platform to the 
entry to the AAF trains.  No stairs, lifts or ramps need to be encountered.  Additionally, AAF 
passengers will not experience any ‘gap’ between the edge of the platform and the vestibule of 
the AAF passenger cars.  Under each door on the train, there will be  a retractable ‘gap closing 
device’ that eliminates this potential hazard for all passengers, not only for mobility impaired 
passengers and wheelchairs. 
  


Once on board, passengers will find that all restrooms are ADA accessible, and 
wheelchair accommodations exist in every car of the AAF trains, including the café car.  This is 
made possible by providing 32” wide aisles and wider walkways between cars in order to allow 
wheelchair passengers the ability to move throughout the entire train.  This full-train accessibility 
is ‘a first’ anywhere in the world.  Also, every wheelchair location in AAF coaches has a full 
window adjacent to the wheelchair locations, and the café car has both counter heights 
conforming to the ADA standards as well as locations within the café car allowing the same full 
access to the café car facilities as passengers that are not mobility impaired. 
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The new trains will be state of the art, combining advanced technological operating 


systems with noise abatement and vibration reduction technology. 
  


AAF will also be investing in significant track and operational improvements that will 
increase the safety of the rail line.  In fact, AAF will spend $1.5 billion on railway infrastructure 
to modernize and upgrade the rail corridor.  For example, AAF will utilize Positive Train Control 
(PTC) systems, which are integrated command, control, communications, and information 
systems for controlling train movements with safety, security, precision, and efficiency.  PTC 
can stop a train if there is an unsafe condition without operator input.  The PTC system will be 
set on a GPS or radio wave platform to ensure the computer control system is fully aware of the 
location, direction and speed of each train in the system.  Further, AAF will be the first intercity 
passenger rail system that, on the first day of operation, will have a PTC compliant system..  


 
AAF will also be investing in upgrading existing track from Class IV to Class V and 


Class VI (depending on the location) which will increase the quality and safety of the track for 
all trains.  Additional improvements include increasing safety at all grade crossings (as discussed 
more fully below), installing new signalization system-wide, and improving bridges throughout 
the corridor.  


 
In sum, the AAF Project will involve the following improvements along the FECR 


Corridor: 
 
• Improve approximately 128.5 miles of rail line; 


• Reconstruct 18 bridges; and  


• Upgrade system communications, signals, and grade crossings. 


All of these improvements will enhance safety features for all rail traffic on the Corridor and 
would not occur but for the introduction of AAF’s passenger rail service onto the line. 


II. There is Wide Support for the Project 


Since the AAF Project was announced in March 2012, the Project has garnered 
significant support from elected officials, community leaders, business groups, the hospitality 
community and other constituencies throughout the state.  To date, thousands of people have 
expressed their support for the Project and believe it will be transformative for Florida, both in 
terms of mobility and economic impact.  
 


The Project has garnered non-partisan support throughout all levels of government.  At 
the federal level, the Project has received support from more than 16 current and former 
members of Congress, including: 


  
• Congressman John Mica, Former House of Representatives Transportation and 


Infrastructure Committee Chairman  
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• Congresswoman Corrine Brown, Ranking Member of the Transportation Subcommittee 
on Railroads, Pipelines and Hazardous Materials 


• Congresswoman Debbie Wasserman Schultz 


• Congressman Vern Buchanan 


• Congressman Mario Diaz Balart 


• Congressman Joe Garcia 


• Congressman Alan Grayson 


• Congressman Alcee Hastings 


• Congressman Daniel Webster 


• Congressman Thomas Rooney 


• Congresswoman Ileana Ros-Leighton 


• Congressman Dennis Ross  


• Congressman Steve Southerland 


• Congresswoman Frederica Wilson 


• Former Congressman Trey Radel 


• Former Congressman David Rivera 
 


Many state and local representatives have also expressed their support for the Project, 
including: 
 


• Florida Senator Jeff Clemens 


• Florida Senator Rene Garcia 


• Florida Representative Mark Pafford 


• Florida Representative Eduardo “Eddy” Gonzalez 


• Brevard County Commission Chair Robin Fisher 


• Brevard County Commission Former Chair Mary Bolin Lews 


• Orange County Mayor Teresa Jacobs 


• Miami-Dade County Mayor Carlos Gimenez 


• Broward County Commissioner Barbara Sharief (former Mayor) 


• Palm Beach Commissioner Priscilla Taylor (former Mayor) 


• City of Miami Mayor Tomas Regalado 


• City of Fort Lauderdale Mayor Jack Seiler 


• City of Cocoa Mayor Henry Parrish 


• City of Palm Bay Mayor William Capote 


• City of Boca Raton Mayor Susan Haynie 


• City of Riviera Beach Chair Pro Tempore Dawn Pardo 


• City of West Palm Beach Commissioner Kimberly Mitchell 


• Village of North Palm Beach Former Mayor and Councilman Donald Noel 


• City of Orlando Mayor Buddy Dryer 
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• Palm Beach County Commissioner Steven L. Abrams 
• Palm Beach County Commissioner Shelley Vana 
• Palm Beach County Tax Collector Anne M. Gannon 
• Palm Beach County Commissioner Hal R. Valeche 
• City of Miami Commissioner Francis Suarez 
• City of Miami Commissioner Wilfredo Gort 
• Miami Dade County Former Commissioner Lynda Bell 
• Miami Dade county Commissioner Rebeca Sosa 
• Miami Dade County Commissioner Jean Monestime 
• Miami Dade County Commissioner Juan C. Zapata 
• Miami Dade County Commissioner Bruno Barreiro 
• Miami Dade County Commissioner Sally Heyman 
• Broward County Commissioner Lois Wexler 


• Broward County Commissioner Timothy Ryan 


• Broward County Commissioner Chip La Marca 
 


Seventeen cities, counties, and governing boards have also passed resolutions of support 
for the Project: 


 
• City of Cocoa 


• City of Hialeah 


• City of West Miami 


• City of Coral Gables 


• City of North Miami Beach 


• City of Aventura 


• City of Miami Springs 


• City of Hallandale Beach 


• City of Dania Beach 


• City of Hollywood  


• City of Orlando 


• City of Maitland 


• City of Winter Park 


• Orange County 


• Seminole County 


• Osceola County 


• Port Canaveral Board of Commissioners  
 


The business community has expressed tremendous support for All Aboard Florida. From 
chambers of commerce to the hospitality industry to the commercial and development 
community, All Aboard Florida has received more than 35 resolutions or letters of support. Some 
highlighted organizations include: 
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• Florida Chamber/Coalition of Florida Chambers 


• Greater Miami & The Beaches Hotel Association  


• Greater Fort Lauderdale Convention & Visitors Bureau  


• Greater Miami Convention & Visitors Bureau  


• Discover the Palm Beaches  


• Palm Beach County Hotel & Lodging  Association 


• Latin Builders Association  


• Associated Builders & Contractors - Florida East Coast Chapter  


• The Miami-Dade Beacon Council  


• Las Olas Boulevard Merchants Association  


• Chamber of Commerce of the Palm Beaches  


• Central Florida Partnership  


• Orlando Regional Chamber of Commerce  


• Fort Lauderdale Downtown Development Authority  


• Greater Fort Lauderdale Chamber of Commerce   


• Aventura Marketing Council  


• Coral Gables Chamber of Commerce   


• Miami Dade Chamber of Commerce  


• Broward Alliance  


• Miami Downtown Development Authority  


• Miami Beach Chamber of Commerce  


• West Palm Beach Downtown Development Authority  


• African American Council of Christian Clergy 


• ETC of Central Florida 


• 100 Black Men of Orlando 


• Hispanic Chamber of Commerce 


• Greater Miami Chamber of Commerce 


• Delray Beach Downtown Development Authority 


• Palm Beach Economic Council 


• Central Palm Beach County Chamber of Commerce 


• Cocoa Beach Regional Chamber of Commerce 


• Florida East Coast Railway Society 


• Greater Fort Lauderdale Alliance 


• The Beacon Council 


• BASF, Builders Association of South Florida 


• KDJ Architects 


• Tupperware 


• Lydecker & Diaz 
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Several higher education institutions have also publicly expressed their support for All 


Aboard Florida: 
 


• Donna Shalala, President, University of Miami 


• John Hitt, President, University of Central Florida 


• Dr. Rosalyn Artis, President, Florida Memorial University 
 


All Aboard Florida will significantly benefit the environment, thus, several of the state’s 
major groups have expressed their support for the Project, including: 


 
• Audubon Society (Phase I & II)  


• Everglades Foundation (Phase I) 


• National Parks Conservation Association (Phase I) 
 


Members of the public throughout the state, nation, and the world are also supportive of 
All Aboard Florida. To date, more than 7,500 people have submitted comments during 
environmental processes or have written letters to elected officials in support of the Project.   
 
III. Response to Specific Issues Raised in Public Comments about the Project  


AAF would like to take this opportunity to respond to a few specific issues in the DEIS 
and raised in public comments regarding the DEIS and the Project. 


 
A. Grade Crossings will be State of the Art  


There have been some questions raised about grade crossings for the Project, and 
potential impacts to auto traffic and emergency vehicles.  AAF has worked closely with the 
Florida Department of Transportation, the FRA, and local planning authorities on each individual 
crossing for the Project.  AAF has invested significant resources to ensure that the grade 
crossings will be the state of the art and as efficient as possible.  In fact, in conjunction with 
amending existing crossing license agreements, AAF is investing about $108 million in grade 
crossing upgrades for the Project – money that local communities would otherwise have been 
required to invest themselves.   


 
Grade crossing passenger train service will be designed to clear all intersections in less 


than 50 seconds to limit the impact on local roadways.  The high-speed nature of the AAF train,  
in addition to its compact size, allow for this efficiency.  Thus, waiting times for AAF passenger 
trains will be much shorter than those from existing freight traffic.  On average, an at-grade 
crossing will require only 30 seconds to activate and close the gates, and 15 seconds to bring the 
gate back up.  For AAF passenger trains (average length 725 to 900 feet and average speed 93 
mph), a single train crossing will result in an average crossing closure of 49 seconds.  With two 
closures per hour, the total vehicular wait time per hour will be less than or equal to the typical 
90-to-180-second wait at a regular traffic light. 
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All grade crossings are being examined to determine planned upgrades, and will be 
upgraded to meet the following standards: 


  
• Safety measures to meet the highest applicable standards set by FRA and 


FDOT; and 


• Wait time at crossings will average 49 seconds, twice an hour. A video 
demonstration for grade crossings is available on AAF’s website at:  
http://www.allaboardflorida.com/recent-news/real-story.html. 


B. AAF is Working With Communities That Wish To Pursue Quiet Zones  


As noted in the DEIS at Section 7.2.4.1, some communities along the Project corridor are 
considering the institution of quiet zones (which prohibit horns to be sounded in specified areas) 
at certain at‐grade crossings.  As also noted in the DEIS, AAF cannot create a quiet zone; the 
public entity must go through the application process with FRA.  Quiet zones involve instituting 
alternate safety measures such as four‐quadrant gates and non‐mountable median dividers.  In 
addition, supplementary safety measures must be installed and a risk analysis must be prepared 
to demonstrate that safety would not be compromised by eliminating train horns in the area 
receiving “quiet zone” designation.  


The governmental entities or other authorities pursuing these quiet zones will act as the 
sponsors of such efforts and will be responsible for the application process and the associated 
costs of any improvements.  According to 49 CFR Parts 222 and 229, the applicant (public 
agency) seeking to establish the quiet zone is responsible for the cost of installation, maintenance 
and upkeep for the extra safety devices.  A railroad cannot apply because it does not have 
authority over the roadway.  It is also important to note that a railroad does not require a quiet 
zone to operate safely.  


AAF is working with counties and municipalities to amend existing crossing license 
agreements in order  to relieve them of the cost of the one-time safety improvements that AAF is 
installing based on the recommendations of the Grade Crossing Diagnostic Team.    We 
understand that several counties have already set aside funding for quiet zone construction, 
including Miami-Dade, Palm Beach, and Broward Counties, and that Miami-Dade County has 
already filed its quiet zone application with the FRA.  AAF is actively working with 
communities from Miami-Dade to Palm Beach County to establish quiet zones at all grade 
crossings, effectively establishing a quiet zone the entire length between the two counties.  AAF 
is committed to working with all local governments that opt to proceed through the official FRA 
quiet zone process. 


However, the DEIS incorrectly states that AAF will be funding the necessary 
improvements should communities seek to establish quiet zones in lieu of pole‐mounted horns.  
DEIS at § 7.2.4.1.  The FEIS should be revised to be clear that AAF is working with local 
governments to amend existing crossing license agreements in order to relieve the agreement-
holders of the cost of the one-time safety improvements that AAF is installing based on the 
recommendations of the Grade Crossing Diagnostic Team.  Any additional funding needed for 
quiet zone improvements will be the responsibility of the local community.   
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In order to facilitate the establishment of quiet zones, the Florida Legislature appropriated 
$10 million in state funding to assist local governments in establishing quiet zones in FY 2015. 
The quiet zones program provides local governments up to 50% of incurred quiet zone 
expenditures.  Local agencies may apply for assistance once they have met all FRA requirements 
in accordance with 49 CFR Parts 222 and 229.  In addition to the State’s assistance, AAF has 
negotiated an agreement with Brevard County that provides 8 years of free maintenance (other 
than inspection costs) for county crossings, and comparable maintenance relief for any cities 
within the county that sign license amendments, and AAF will absorb the first $500,000 of quiet 
zone improvements. 


Where quiet zones are not established and where unmitigated severe noise impacts exist, 
AAF will install pole-mounted horns at grade crossings that emit a quieter, more limited-range 
sound, alleviating the need for any train—AAF or freight—to blow their horns.  Stationary pole‐
mounted wayside horns at grade crossings will reduce future noise levels along the N‐S Corridor 
by eliminating train‐mounted warning horns for both future freight trains and AAF passenger 
trains. Using wayside horns at an intersection instead of the locomotive horn has been shown to 
substantially reduce the noise footprint without compromising safety at the grade crossing.  A 
wayside horn does not need to be as loud as a locomotive horn, but the real advantage is the 
focusing of the warning sound only on the area where it is needed.   


C. Marine Traffic Impacts Will Be Minimal 


There are three operable bridges along the route that are important to marine industries, 
and AAF is working closely with the marine industry to improve operations at these bridges.  As 
provided in the DEIS, the AAF Project includes numerous mitigation measures at operable 
bridges: 


• Provide mariners with real-time information about bridge closings and 
openings via smart phone and the web, significantly reducing boats’ wait 
times.   


• Develop a set schedule for the down times of each bridge for passenger rail 
service.  


• Replace or upgrade the mechanical workings of the operable bridges, which 
will reduce closure times by an average of seven minutes per closure over 
current closure times. 


• Implement a notification sign/signal/horn at each bridge location with 
countdowns to indicate the times at which the bridge will begin to close and 
open.  


• Develop formal contact with first responders and emergency personnel to 
ensure that emergency personnel can coordinate with the dispatch center when 
access is necessary to respond to waterway emergencies.  


• Develop coordination plans between AAF and local authorities during peak 
vessel travel times on holidays and major public events.  
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• Develop a coordination plan between AAF and the US Coast Guard (USCG) 
to communicate bridge operating schedules to the commercial and 
recreational boating communities through the USCG, local marinas, and on 
the official scheduling website.  


• Install a bridge tender at the New River Bridge.  


Some commenters have questioned the marine traffic estimates provided in the DEIS.  A 
navigation study was prepared for the Project by AMEC to provide navigational information for 
the USCG.  See Navigation Discipline Report for the AAF Passenger Rail Project from Orlando 
to Miami, Florida, AMEC Environment & Infrastructure, Inc. (2014), Appendix 4.1.3 C to the 
DEIS.  The study focuses on three operable bridges located within the existing FECR Corridor 
between Miami and Stuart: the New River Bridge in Broward County, the Loxahatchee River 
Bridge in Palm Beach County, and the St. Lucie River Bridge in Martin and St. Lucie Counties.  
These locations were selected because they are located over navigable waters, and their 
operations (opening and closing) can affect maritime traffic.  The Navigation Study was based 
on a range of data, including video recordings from a camera placed by the New River Bridge for 
two full consecutive weeks of vessel traffic, from January 14th to the 27th, 2014.  In addition, 
vessel traffic data and traffic characteristics were extracted from a survey of a live feed of the 
New River Bridge in February 2014.  


 
The study found that the Project would not have a major socioeconomic, navigational or 


maritime delay impacts on any of the three operable bridges.  Furthermore, applying the 
proposed mitigation measures identified above enables any identified impacts to be reduced.  
The study found that the vessel delays associated with the Project would have a minimal impact 
on the marine industry and have the potential for no impact after mitigation. 


 
Some commenters have stated that the marine traffic estimates provided in the DEIS are 


too low, and should have been based on summer month traffic instead of winter.  However, as 
provided in Section 3.3.1.1 of the Navigation Study, a vessel traffic study conducted in Broward 
County found more vessels during the winter as compared to the summer.  It is also important to 
note that the Study was prepared in the winter months because that is when the USCG request 
for the navigation study was received by AAF.  The study included data from January and 
February, two months that are within the peak season for marine traffic according to the 
literature sources cited in the study.  


 
AAF plans to operate on a consistent daily schedule that will be both predictable and 


reliable with minimal deviations. Once local mariners are familiar with the passenger rail 
schedule, and also have access to it through an internet-based format, they should be able to 
predict approximate crossing times on a given day without having to look up the schedule 
because it will be consistent and unchanging from week to week.  Developing a predictable real-
time internet-based schedule for passenger train crossing times will allow mariners, especially 
day-to-day commercial vessels, to plan their travel times accordingly and avoid unnecessary wait 
times. 
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D. New Alternative Alignment for a Portion of Alternative E 


With respect to the east-west portion of Phase II of the Project, AAF has also informed 
FRA of the existence of an additional alternative alignment for the portion of Alternative E that 
swings south of the SR 528/SR 417 interchange.  Along the east-west corridor, AAF is 
considering a new railway alignment called the “Median Alternative”, which would extend from 
Narcoossee Road into the center median of SR 528 to 0.5 miles east of International Corporate 
Park Boulevard (ICP), a distance of 6.7 miles (see Attachment).  West and east of these points 
the Median Alternative joins Alternative E.  The Median Alternative has been developed in 
coordination with the Central Florida Expressway (CFX) in light of CFX’s inability to date to 
acquire all of the property needed for the portion of Alternative E south of the SR 528/SR 417 
interchange (Southern Alternative).   


 
The Median Alternative was presented at a CFX public workshop on November 13, 2014 


in Orlando.  See Meeting Notice, Agenda, Minutes and Presentation Slides attached hereto.  At 
the public workshop, CFX counsel reviewed the existing agreements and options for the CFX 
Board.  It was noted that CFX has the ability to condemn property for the Southern Alternative, 
which would preclude the need for the Median Alternative.  By consensus, the Board members 
agreed that the Southern Alignment is the favored option, with the ability to fall back to the 
Median Alternative if necessary.  Therefore, it appears likely that the Southern Alternative will 
continue to be pursued instead of the Median Alternative.  We will continue to keep the FRA 
apprised of CFX’s progress on acquiring the property needed for the Southern Alternative.  In 
the meantime, AAF wanted to ensure that FRA has sufficient information regarding the Median 
Alternative, which is described more fully below and in the attachment to this letter.   


 
1. Background on Median Alternative 


  The Median Alternative typical section would include a single track railway with a 
minimum envelope width of 26 feet.  The limits of single track railway would extend from 0.6 
miles west of Narcoossee Road to 1.2 miles east of ICP, a distance of 8.1 miles.  West and east 
of these limits the railway is proposed as double track.  Operational modeling of the Median 
Alternative indicates acceptable levels of service can be provided with this single track segment. 
 


The Median Alternative would begin to vary from Alternative E immediately east of 
Narcoossee Road.  The railway horizontal alignment would curve to the north toward the SR 528 
median, and bridge over the eastbound lanes of SR 528.  The bridge would be made up of 
multiple spans with straddle beams over eastbound SR 528.  The low point of the bridge 
(straddle beams) would be approximately 16.5 feet above SR 528 and total bridge depth to top of 
rail would be approximately 13.5 feet, for a total height of approximately 30 feet from the SR 
528 roadway surface to the top of rail. Once the railway alignment enters the median, it is 
proposed to be supported by retaining walls for approximately 1,500 linear feet prior to the rail 
profile dropping down to approximately the same elevation as SR 528 (“at-grade”). 


 
The railway alignment would remain approximately “at-grade” within the median at 


approximately the same elevation as existing or proposed SR 528 for the next 5.4 miles.  While 
in the median, the railway bridge would pass over ICP adjacent to the two highway bridges.  East 
of ICP, the railway would climb on retaining wall for approximately 1,500 linear feet then bridge 
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over eastbound SR 528.  This multi-span bridge would  have straddle beams and be about 30 feet 
higher than SR 528.  The railway profile would drop to be at-grade and joins the Alternative E 
1.2 miles east of ICP.  


 
The Median Alternative track alignment would accommodate train design speeds of 90 


mph west of SR 417 and 125 mph east of SR 417. 
 


2. Potential Effects on SR 528 


The Median Alternative typical section would include a single track railway with a 
minimum envelope width of 26 feet.  The median width along SR 528 varies between 40 feet and 
50 feet, including the inside shoulders.  When allowing for 12 feet wide shoulders, the available 
existing grass median width is 16 feet to 26 feet.  Therefore, the 26 feet wide minimum railway 
envelope would fit within the 50 feet median areas without the need for roadway widening.  This 
applies to the 1.4 mile long roadway segment centered around the Beachline Mainline Toll Plaza.  
Outside of the toll plaza area, the remaining 5.4 miles would require a minimum of 10 feet of 
roadway widening.  If the median alignment were to be implemented, it has been determined that 
widening eastbound SR 528 only is preferred.   


 
3. Safety 


Concrete barriers separating the railway and roadway would be 54 inches high TL-5 type, 
which are steel reinforced and designed to withstand semi-tractor trailer impacts.  The 54 inches 
height is 22 inches higher than the typical 32 inches highway barrier, providing additional 
protection.  Chain-link fencing would  be attached to the back of the barriers and protrude 6 feet 
above the barrier, to a total height of 10.5 feet above the edge of shoulder.  The high barrier and 
fencing would  provide a degree of protection from flying debris from the roadway and passing 
vehicles.  AAF is considering an electronic “intrusion detection” system, similar to a “trip wire”, 
such that if and when the fence is damaged, an alert is sent to the rail dispatcher and locomotive 
engineer.  Furthermore, AAF is in discussions with CFX about access to live feeds from the 
highway closed circuit video cameras.   


The barrier and fence would  also provide a level of locomotive headlight screening for 
approaching drivers.  The tangential (“straight”) and mostly at-grade nature of the Median 
Alternative should also mitigate any impact of the train headlight.  In the few curves, additional 
screening applied to the fence could be considered.  Safety signage would  be applied as 
required.  In the event that emergency access is required, sliding gates would be provided in the 
fence on top of the barrier at set intervals. 


Again, CFX prefers the Southern Alternative, and the Median Alternative is not likely to 
be pursued if CFX acquires all land necessary for the Southern Alternative. 
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IV. Conclusion 


AAF appreciates the thorough analysis that FRA and the cooperating agencies have 
provided in the DEIS.  AAF supports the recommended mitigation measures outlined in the 
DEIS.  As described in the DEIS, the AAF Project will have significant benefits, including 
transportation, economic, air quality, and public safety benefits.  Millions of vehicles will not 
have to use highways between Central and South Florida as a result of this Project, reducing 
traffic, fuel usage, harmful air emissions, accidents, and highway maintenance costs.  Florida is 
the third most populated state in the country and one of the fastest growing commercial centers 
in the hemisphere. The resources AAF is investing in Florida’s passenger rail network will 
significantly improve the transportation infrastructure for this rapidly growing and heavily 
traveled region.   


The AAF Project will deliver significant benefits to Florida residents and visitors, 
including: 


• A $6.4 billion investment in Florida’s economy over the next eight years.  


• The creation of an average of 5,539 jobs annually over the next eight years.   


• The development of 4 million square feet of new hospitality, commercial and 
residential real estate at new stations in Miami, Fort Lauderdale and West 
Palm Beach, revitalizing those cities’ downtowns. 


• Direct costs of more than $3 billion to improve rail infrastructure and build 
related transit development. 


• A reliable, convenient, and safe alternative to air and automobile travel 
between Miami and Orlando.   


The AAF Project will be the first intercity greenfield railroad project that will meet the 
goals of President Obama’s April 16, 2009 announcement of his vision for a National Network 
of High Speed Rail (available at:  www.fra.dot.gov/eLib/details/L00986).  As the FRA stated, the 
President called for “a collaborative effort by the federal government, states, railroads, and other 
key stakeholders to help transform America’s transportation system through the creation of a 
national network of high-speed rail corridors.”  See www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0060.  The AAF 
Project is a collaborative effort between government and the private sector that will become the 
model for future railroad systems. 


 
We look forward to working with FRA to provide any further information needed for the 


Final EIS for the Project. 
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Sincerely, 
 


 
Cynthia L. Taub 
Counsel to All Aboard Florida-Operations LLC 
 


Attachment 
 


 








Attachment to AAF Comments on DEIS



















































































































































From: Roland O"Brien
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF-Draft Environmental Impact Statement & Subsequent Meetings
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 11:59:22 AM

Attention: Mr. John Winkle, Federal Railroad Administration

Subject: All Aboard Florida Draft Environmental Impact Statement & Subsequent Meetings
 Held on the Treasure Coast

Dear Mr. Winkle,

As a full-time resident of Fort Pierce, Florida, on the Treasure Coast, I am extremely upset by
 the Draft Environmental Impact Statement released by All Aboard Florida.   This document
 was obviously produced by paid consultants who know little or nothing about the area in
 question.

The report ignored incorporated communities, the number of grade crossings,
 medical/fire/emergency ingress/egress,  increased vibrations, land value changes, automotive
 and pedestrian safety, profitability of the proposed program, animal loss, and last, but
 certainly not least, the FEC railroad bridge marine impacts with the proposed increased
 traffic.

I decry the very method that All Aboard Florida used to hold the "public" meetings here on the
 Treasure Coast.  They called the meetings "open forum."   What they actually were, was a
 modified Delphi method of meeting.  Delphi method was originally used to make information
 gathering easier and faster.  However, in the way it was used by All Aboard Florida, it was
 used to minimize input from the public rather than collect information.

 I attended all three (Martin County, Indian River County, and Saint Lucie County) of the
 Treasure Coast public meetings and talked with a variety of people with "letter badges."  It
 was patently obvious that writing a letter either on the spot, off the top of one's head, or later
 was going to be more valuable than the meetings where the public could ask a few questions,
 and some paid bureaucrat would nod their head, but one couldn't really get many points
 across.

I'm sure there are many people who will write more eloquently and in greater detail than I
 about the reasons this particular railroad expansion is not well thought out and certainly not
 adequately researched as to the true impacts to residents of the Treasure Coast.

We trust your organization will do the right thing, evaluate all the input, and make the right
 decision based on the overwhelming deleterious effect on the people of the Treasure Coast in

mailto:roland693@hotmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


 Florida.

Thank you.

Roland D. O'Brien
21 Villa del Norte
Fort Pierce, FL 34951
772-332-0570 (phone)
772-907-0197 (fax)



From: Cheryl, Mike & Mikayla Lezovich
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AAF"s Proposal Poses Risk to Boaters
Date: Monday, November 3, 2014 8:36:29 AM

Dear Reader,

The proposal by All Aboard Florida purports to allow passenger trains to pass through Stuart,
 FL, for 20 minutes of every hour. This will affect not only road traffic but also boat traffic
 and put boaters at risk at the foot of the old Roosevelt Bridge. As sailboats, yachts and sport
 fishing boats prepare to head east from the St. Lucie River to pass through the drawbridge and
 railroad bridge, they must idle in a congested area where the flow of the river and the rising
 and falling tides meet head-on in a nearly uncontrollable torrent of water. If additional, longer
 trains are added to the mix, boat captains will have to maintain their position for extended
 lengths of time and put themselves, their vessels and their passengers at risk. Therefore, I am
 opposed to the AAF proposal.

Sincerely,

Cheryl Lezovich
S/V Happy Times
Sunset Bay Marina

mailto:threeatsea@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Gordon Connell
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: ABBRA Comments On DEIS - All Aboard Florida - Miami to Orlando Passenger Rail Service
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 5:20:58 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
Comments of AAF Rail Project DEIS.pdf

Mr. John Winkle
Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE
Room W38-311
Washington, DC 20590
 
Dear Mr. Winkle:
 
I submit this letter today on behalf of the American Boat Builders & Repairers Association and our
 more than 250 member boatyards, boat builders and product/service providers around the U.S. In
 particular, I write to offer comments about the All Aboard Florida rail project and the Association of
 Federal Railroad Administration’s recently released Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the
 project.
 
In South Florida, as in other communities around the country, recreational boating is not only a
 lifestyle, but a critical economic engine with significant direct and indirect impacts on the lives of
 thousands of people. A recent study by the Marine Industries Association of South Florida noted
 that more than 136,000 people are employed in the industry in the region, earning gross wages of
 nearly $4.1 billion and with an economic impact of $11.5 billion. Boatyards are vital to this economic
 activity and serve as the starting point for all things related to boating and the business of boating.
 
The proposed plan by All Aboard Florida to significantly expand the use of rail in Florida is of great
 concern because of the undeniable impacts it will have on the three waterways the trains will have
 to cross. The New River in Fort Lauderdale; the Loxahatchee River in Jupiter and the St. Lucie
 River/Okeechobee  Waterway in Stuart are major arteries used regularly by boaters and businesses
 alike that will be adversely impacted by the current number and lengths of closures proposed.
 Simply stated, the current proposal for scheduled bridge closures equates to limiting the opening
 hours and access to businesses up the river by 50 percent each day. Any business or industry that is
 so impacted by could not be expected to survive even in the most prosperous to times.
 Furthermore, the prospect of adding additional rail traffic along this corridor that would increase
 bridge closures also adds to the untenable nature of the current plans.
 
ABBRA is also concerned that the Draft EIS was flawed in its economic assessment of the
 recreational marine industry and has diminished the resulting effect of its plans on this important
 statewide industry.  The recreational boating industry is highly ranked as one of the industries in
 Florida along with tourism and agriculture and the DEIS grossly under-values the rail plans and
 bridge closures negative effects. There appears to be no recognition of the significant number of
 small businesses that represent a multiplier effect of recreational marine industry’s economic
 impact and employment reach; there is no accounting for the continuing investments in dredging by

mailto:gordon@abbra.org
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December 3, 2014 


Mr. John Winkle 
Federal Railroad Administration 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
Room W38-311 
Washington, DC 20590 


Dear Mr. Winkle: 


I submit this letter today on behalf of the American Boat Builders & Repairers 
Association and our more than 250 member boatyards, boat builders and 
product/service providers around the U.S. In particular, I write to offer comments 
about the All Aboard Florida rail project and the Association of Federal Railroad 
Administration’s recently released Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the 
project. 


In South Florida, as in other communities around the country, recreational boating is 
not only a lifestyle, but a critical economic engine with significant direct and indirect 
impacts on the lives of thousands of people. A recent study by the Marine Industries 
Association of South Florida noted that more than 136,000 people are employed in 
the industry in the region, earning gross wages of nearly $4.1 billion and with an 
economic impact of $11.5 billion. Boatyards are vital to this economic activity and 
serve as the starting point for all things related to boating and the business of 
boating. 


The proposed plan by All Aboard Florida to significantly expand the use of rail in 
Florida is of great concern because of the undeniable impacts it will have on the three 
waterways the trains will have to cross. The New River in Fort Lauderdale; the 
Loxahatchee River in Jupiter and the St. Lucie River/Okeechobee  Waterway in Stuart 
are major arteries used regularly by boaters and businesses alike that will be 
adversely impacted by the current number and lengths of closures proposed. Simply 
stated, the current proposal for scheduled bridge closures equates to limiting the 
opening hours and access to businesses up the river by 50 percent each day. Any 
business or industry that is so impacted by could not be expected to survive even in 
the most prosperous to times. Furthermore, the prospect of adding additional rail 
traffic along this corridor that would increase bridge closures also adds to the 
untenable nature of the current plans. 


ABBRA is also concerned that the Draft EIS was flawed in its economic assessment of 
the recreational marine industry and has diminished the resulting effect of its plans 
on this important statewide industry.  The recreational boating industry is highly 
ranked as one of the industries in Florida along with tourism and agriculture and the 
DEIS grossly under-values the rail plans and bridge closures negative effects. There 
appears to be no recognition of the significant number of small businesses that  







 


represent a multiplier effect of recreational marine industry’s economic impact and 
employment reach; there is no accounting for the continuing investments in dredging 
by federal, state and local authorities and  there was little or no consultation with the 
industry representatives in the preparation of the DEIS. 


For these reasons, ABBRA urges you to consider the following mitigation options as 
also proposed by the Marine Industries Association of South Florida: 


1. Add a tender at the New River Bridge to allow better communication with 
commercial and other vessels.  


2. Develop a set schedule for the closures of the bridge for passenger rail service 
so that the bridges are closed for a minimum of 12 minutes for each closure 
and open for a minimum of a total of 40 minutes each hour.  


3. Provide public access to the bridge closure schedules in an internet-accessible 
format, including a compatible smart phone application that is maintained by 
AAF.  


4. Post schedules for each bridge on the AAF website and/or the USCG website. 
This will allow the boating community to plan their trips to avoid wait times 
and related costs associated with the Proposed Action.  


5. Implement an adequate notification by sign, signal, and horn at each bridge 
location with countdowns to indicate the times at which the bridge will begin 
to close and open.  


6. Develop emergency plans that incorporate hurricane and other response 
plans and formal contact with law enforcement, first responders, and 
emergency personnel at all times to ensure that roadways are not blocked by 
train operations to provide for their access.  


7. Develop coordination plans between AAF and local authorities during peak 
vessel travel times on holidays and major public events.  


8. Develop coordination plans between AAF and the USCG to promote 
communication with the commercial and recreational boating communities. 


9. Manage train operations to minimize bridge closures, including electronic and 
camera monitoring. 


10. Publish bridge closure schedule to be readily available for waterway users 
(internet, notice to mariners, etc.). 


11. Fund a bridge tender with ability to communicate with waterway users. 
12. Prompt notification of bridge closure schedule changes. 
13. Install signal and PTC upgrades as well as an obligation to make future best 


available technology improvements to ensure optimum train operations. 
14. Install a 21' draw bridge to accommodate potential future commuter traffic 
15. Penalties for unscheduled bridge closures caused by AAF shall be established 


assessed on a daily basis and a graduated scale related to frequency of 
infractions, and adjusted for inflation.  Closures in excess of the minimum 
shall be considered an unscheduled closure.   


16. Stockpile spare parts to facilitate prompt repairs in the case of a bridge 
failure. 


17. Establish a fund to provide compensation for interruptions to waterway use, 
e.g. in the case of bridge failure. 


18. Establish and fund a citizens’ advisory committee as a watchdog to oversee 
train operations and make recommendations to public officials.  







 


19. Provide adequate and safe mooring for vessels forced to wait in the event of 
an unscheduled closure. 


20. Provide for response vessels to be able to render assistance to vessels in the 
waterway in the case of sudden or disruptive bridge closures. 


21. Determine future corridor capacity needs to evaluate potential impacts. 
22. Publish a periodic report on bridge closures and impact on waterways use, 


including projections on corridor capacity, and a database that is maintained 
on operations derived from monitoring operations. 


 
It is our sincere hope that careful review of these concerns results in substantive and 
reasonable changes that would allow the recreational marine industry, and the critical 
boatyards a viable future. Thank you for the opportunity to offer comments and 
please feel free to contact me if you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Gordon Connell 
Executive Director 
 


 
 


 
 







 federal, state and local authorities and  there was little or no consultation with the industry
 representatives in the preparation of the DEIS.
 
For these reasons, ABBRA urges you to consider the following mitigation options as also proposed by
 the Marine Industries Association of South Florida:
 

1. Add a tender at the New River Bridge to allow better communication with commercial and
 other vessels.

2. Develop a set schedule for the closures of the bridge for passenger rail service so that the
 bridges are closed for a minimum of 12 minutes for each closure and open for a minimum of
 a total of 40 minutes each hour.

3. Provide public access to the bridge closure schedules in an internet-accessible format,
 including a compatible smart phone application that is maintained by AAF.

4. Post schedules for each bridge on the AAF website and/or the USCG website. This will allow
 the boating community to plan their trips to avoid wait times and related costs associated
 with the Proposed Action.

5. Implement an adequate notification by sign, signal, and horn at each bridge location with
 countdowns to indicate the times at which the bridge will begin to close and open.

6. Develop emergency plans that incorporate hurricane and other response plans and formal
 contact with law enforcement, first responders, and emergency personnel at all times to
 ensure that roadways are not blocked by train operations to provide for their access.

7. Develop coordination plans between AAF and local authorities during peak vessel travel times
 on holidays and major public events.

8. Develop coordination plans between AAF and the USCG to promote communication with the
 commercial and recreational boating communities.

9. Manage train operations to minimize bridge closures, including electronic and camera
 monitoring.

10. Publish bridge closure schedule to be readily available for waterway users (internet, notice to
 mariners, etc.).

11. Fund a bridge tender with ability to communicate with waterway users.
12. Prompt notification of bridge closure schedule changes.
13. Install signal and PTC upgrades as well as an obligation to make future best available

 technology improvements to ensure optimum train operations.
14. Install a 21' draw bridge to accommodate potential future commuter traffic
15. Penalties for unscheduled bridge closures caused by AAF shall be established assessed on a

 daily basis and a graduated scale related to frequency of infractions, and adjusted for
 inflation.  Closures in excess of the minimum shall be considered an unscheduled closure. 

16. Stockpile spare parts to facilitate prompt repairs in the case of a bridge failure.
17. Establish a fund to provide compensation for interruptions to waterway use, e.g. in the case

 of bridge failure.
18. Establish and fund a citizens’ advisory committee as a watchdog to oversee train operations

 and make recommendations to public officials.
19. Provide adequate and safe mooring for vessels forced to wait in the event of an unscheduled

 closure.
20. Provide for response vessels to be able to render assistance to vessels in the waterway in the



 case of sudden or disruptive bridge closures.
21. Determine future corridor capacity needs to evaluate potential impacts.
22. Publish a periodic report on bridge closures and impact on waterways use, including

 projections on corridor capacity, and a database that is maintained on operations derived
 from monitoring operations.

 
It is our sincere hope that careful review of these concerns results in substantive and reasonable
 changes that would allow the recreational marine industry, and the critical boatyards a viable
 future. Thank you for the opportunity to offer comments and please feel free to contact me if you
 have any questions.
 
Sincerely,

Gordon Connell, Executive Director
American Boat Builders & Repairers Association (ABBRA)
1075 SE 17th Street, Fort Lauderdale, FL 33316
954-654-7821 Ext. 1002 - office   954-494-7793 – mobile
Email: gordon@abbra.org Website: www.abbra.org

 
 

mailto:gordon@abbra.org
http://www.abbra.org/
http://www.abbra.org/annual-conference/


From: Rachanne Bank
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: ABF
Date: Friday, September 26, 2014 10:35:54 AM

WE DO NOT WANT ALL ABOARD FLORIDA !!!!!!!!

IT WILL HAVE A STRONG STRONG NEGATIVE IMPACT ON RESIDENTS AND 
HOME SALES ON THE EASTERN FLORIDA COAST. 

WHO WANTS TO STOP FOR TRAINS REPEATEDLY DURING A DAY ? WE WILL 
USE MORE GAS IDLING AND SEND MORE FUMES INTO THE ATMOSPHERE ! IT 
WILL INCREASE OUR NOISE LEVEL IN THE SURROUNDING COMMUNITIES.

DISNEY WILL BE FINE WITHOUT THE EXTRA BUSINESS !!!

WHY CAN’T THEY USE THE TRACKS TO THE WEST ???

PLEASE LISTEN TO THE TAXPAYERS NOT BIG BUSINESS..

RACHANNE AND JOSEPH BANK
1805 SE SAILFISH PT. BLVD.
STUART, FL. 34996

mailto:chan.mbss@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: ATHUTCH
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: ABSURB PLAN
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 7:47:10 PM

ONE HAS TO BE COMPLETLY INSANE TO BELIEVE THAT THE PASSENGER
 REVENUE FROM THE PROPOSED RAIL PLAN WOULD SUPPORT THE RAIL
 SERVICE FROM MIAMI TO ORLANDO. THE SOLE  RPT SOLE PURPOSE IS TO
 REAP THE REVENUE FROM FREIGHT TRAINS.
 
WITH ALL THE AVAILABLE LAND WEST OF THE EAST COAST, EVEN A FIRST-
GRADER WOULD  KNOW THAT ROUTE IS  THE MOST ECONOMICAL ROUTE
 FOR FREIGHT TRAINS. THE PUBLIC BE DAMNED AS NO CONSIDERATION OF
 THE PUBLIC  IS IN THEIR MINDS; IT IS THE ALMIGHTY DOLLAR THEY ARE
 CONCERNED ABOUT.
 
I  HOPE THE PROJECT WILL TABLED FOREVER.
 
TERRELL HUTCHISON, 1155 ST. GEORGES LANE, VERO BEACH, FLORIDA
 32967.

mailto:athutch@comcast.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Bonanti, Christopher
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: Edwards, Julie; Soule, Ali; Bonilla, Yvelisse (Yve)
Subject: Additional 200 support letters for the AAF project
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 4:27:42 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
SurveyReport-3960570-12-3-2014-B.PDF

Hello Mr. Winkle,
Attached are an additional 200 support letters for the All Aboard Florida project.
Thank you,
Chris
 
 
Christopher Bonanti
Director of Environmental Planning
All Aboard Florida

2855 Le Jeune Road | 4th Floor
Coral Gables, FL 33134
T: 305.520.2347 | C: 571.334.4807
Christopher.Bonanti@allaboardflorida.com | allaboardflorida.com

Follow us:  

 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE: The information contained in this transmission is privileged
 and confidential information intended only for the use of the individual or entity named
 above. No addressee should forward, print, copy, or otherwise reproduce this message in any
 manner that would allow it to be viewed by any individual not originally listed as a recipient.
 If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
 unauthorized disclosure, dissemination, distribution, copying of this transmission or the
 taking of any action in reliance on the information herein is strictly prohibited. If you have
 received this transmission in error, please immediately reply to sender that you have received
 this communication in error and then delete it. Thank you.

mailto:Christopher.Bonanti@allaboardflorida.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
mailto:Julie.Edwards@allaboardflorida.com
mailto:ali.soule@allaboardflorida.com
mailto:Yvelisse.Bonilla@allaboardflorida.com
mailto:Christopher.Bonanti@allaboardflorida.com
http://www.allaboardflorida.com/
http://twitter.com/allaboardfla
http://facebook.com/AllAboardFlorida
http://www.feci.com/
http://www.feci.com/






Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Anne Severe 


Homestead FL 33033 


naggie900@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Sean Dulcio 


miami fl 33138 


sean.dulcio@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Jessica Louis 


33161 


louisjessica64@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


David Paez 


north miami florida 


mauro9607@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Aron L 


33168 


aron.lora001@mymdc.net 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Tatiana Morejon 


miami. florida 33179 


tmorejon619@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Gary Meme 


33150 


gary.meme001@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 
All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 


All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 
habitats. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Luis Lopez 


north miami fl 33181 
luis.lopez050@mymdc.net 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 
All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 


All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 
I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 


wayside horns. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 
All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 


All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 
river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Anna Alvarez 


miami, FL ,33179 


annanjoao@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Joshua Scott 


miami florida 33150 


jay4758407@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 
All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 


of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 
double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 
 


 


Sincerely, 


Stephanie Zambrana 


hialeah, fl, 33012 


uxiie@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 
wayside horns. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 


of transportation 
I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 
 


 


Sincerely, 


Gretchen Joan 


33126 
joan.gretchen@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 
All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 


of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 
double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 
Lisabeth Rodriguez 


miami fl 33125 


lipujols12@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Naomi Desrosiers 


miami fl 


desro@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Alex Duarte 


Miami FL 33125 


AlexDuarte123@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Katherine Lorenzo 


33142 miami fl 


thekarnash@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Milienne Bonenfant 


miami fl 33161 


miliennebonenfant@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Emely Guerra 


doral FL 33166 


emelygraceguerra@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Bogdana Ocheret 


miami florida 33137 


bogdano4ka92@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Maria Vellon 


hallandale beach Florida 33009 


maria_192030@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


 
 


 


 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 
All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 


of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 
double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 
Volmy Gelin 


miami fl 33150 


topgelin09@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 
 


All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 
I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 


wayside horns. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


 


 


 


 
I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


 


 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 
 


 


Sincerely, 


Ronaldo Desinor 


miami florida 33137 
ronaldodesinor1995@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 
All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 


All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 
I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 


wayside horns. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 
All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Diana Desir 
miami fl 33150 


dianadesir@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 
 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 


 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 
 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Eve Johnson 


miami florida 33143 
nancycobb68@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Stacey Pierre 


miami fl 33134 


ms_sexy@bellsouth.net 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 
All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 


All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 
habitats. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Allan Kahar 


miami. fl. 33157 
allan.kahar@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 
response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Britney Maxwell 
miami fl 33169 


britneymaxwell77@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 
wayside horns. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Monnereau 
33023 


zagrebay@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Brittaney Webster 


33150 


brittaneyywebster@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Kassandra Green 


miami florida 33136 


gkassandra13@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Christopher Lentz 


miami florida 33141 


kissrockz13@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 
response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Lamont Christophe 
miami florida 33138 


lamontkchristophe@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 
response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Shelly Dessources 
miami fl 33128 


sheilda123@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


 


 


 


Sincerely, 
Tautvydas Andrulevicius 


Miami  


tautvis3184@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 
wayside horns. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Bernard Dorval 
miami fl 33161 


dorvalbernard@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Nixon 


33128 


benjaminnixon@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Masy Nisbett 


33132 


teenprincess_21@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Omar Elnomany 


surfside fl 33154 


omarelnomany1@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


David Duthil 


miami fl 33145 


miamifd372@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 
All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 


All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 
All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 


wayside horns. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Eberth Talavera 
miami florida 33133 


aletalavi26@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 
wayside horns. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Brandon Carter 
miami fl 33162 


mrbcarter21@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Austin Anthony 


n miami 33054 


aaustin@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Guyson Liberal 


33181 


liberalgulson@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 
wayside horns. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Kenneth Morris 
33150 


p-mdarkmattah_km@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 
response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Mijail Orozco 
miami, Fl, 33172 


mijail13dsm@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 
wayside horns. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Efren Vanegas 
miami fl 33010 


efren.vanegas001@mymdc.net 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 
response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Rochelle Ortoz 
miami fl 33179 


rochelle.ortiz001@outlook.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Jonas Kurnamis 


kaunas 


jouunas@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 
All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 


of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 
double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 
 


 


Sincerely, 


Adrian Romero 


33015 


rom0014@mail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Fernando Garcia 


33137 


fernipel1@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 
wayside horns. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Jeffrey Acosta 
hialeah fl 33010 


jeffrey.acosta001@mymdc.net 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


 
 


 


 


 


 


Sincerely, 
Steevens 


miami fl 33138 


stevens.cadet927@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Thursday, November 13, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Debra Rash 


pompano beach fl 33062 


debr740@aol.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Thursday, November 13, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Ken Steffes 


peonix az 85021 


kmapqd@q.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Thursday, November 13, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Boomhower Gaile &Carl 


33312 ft lauderdale fl 


ggboomer2@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Thursday, November 13, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


John Ramirez 


hallandale florida 33009 


castro.q.acedawg@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Thursday, November 13, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Mel Fickas 


sanford florida 32771 


webuy@fickas.net 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Thursday, November 13, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Pat Reina 


ft laud fl 33304 


patvicpk@att.net 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Thursday, November 13, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Jeffrey Aaron 


boca raton 33496 


hh@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Steven Joseph 


north miami beach fl 33162 


stevenjoseph717@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Thursday, November 13, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 
wayside horns. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Carl Hutcheson 
hollywood fl 33023 


hutch182@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Thursday, November 13, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 
 


All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 
 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 


wayside horns. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 
 


 


Sincerely, 


Gloria Wetherington 


fort lauderdale fl. 33306 


gloriawe@earthlink.net 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Thursday, November 13, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 
wayside horns. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Dmitriy Yakovenko 
Ft. Lauderdale 33312 


ydmitriy@aol.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Thursday, November 13, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Gerard Nanton 


lauderhill fl 33319 


gnanton7@aol.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Thursday, November 13, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Asheley Kosinski 


wilton manors fl 33305 


ashe1229@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Thursday, November 13, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Clint Thompson 


ocala. fl 34476 


bigcet242@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Thursday, November 13, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Ace Nova 


33316 


amit.suer@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Thursday, November 13, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 
All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 


All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 
I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 


wayside horns. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 
All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 


All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 
river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Lucy Conenna 


fort lauderdale. fl. 33312 


lucyjayne713@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Thursday, November 13, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Stephanie Dougan 


ft lauderdale fl 33312 


steph.dougan@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Martin Gross 


33128 


martin.gross002@mymdc.net 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Tiffany Sarcos 


2425 NE 135th St #408 Miami Fl 33181 


tiffanysarcos@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Lloyd Mcclinton Jr 


miami fl 33150 


lmcclinton@bxp1.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Thursday, November 13, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 
wayside horns. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 


All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 
river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 


 
Sincerely, 


Jenifer Ramirez 


hallandale beach fl 33009 


jenifer0026@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Thursday, November 13, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 
wayside horns. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Ashley Turner 
33315 


ashleyturnerfl@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Gavilano 


miami beach FL 33139 


bguitar91@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 
 


 


Sincerely, 


Jean Thermoris 


north miami beach 33162 
jbonieck85@yahoo.fr 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


David Garcon 


north miqa 


davidgrcon@ymil.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 
wayside horns. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Lee Causey 
miami fl 33127 


leecausey786@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Richard Santana 


miami fl 33134 


richard.santana58@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 
response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Ida Caproon 
miami fl 


darkenedcrystals@aim.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 
All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 


All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 
I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 


wayside horns. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 
All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 


All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 
river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Joshua Lara 


miami fl 33126 


joshua.e.lara@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Wednesday, November 12, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Gabriela Rodriguez 


33133 


geezgaby@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Krista Skeen 


Miami Lakes Florida 33014 


krista.skeen@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Jason Barkley 


miami florida 33167 


jason@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 
 


 


Sincerely, 


Sarai Louis 


miami 
sarai.louis@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Dodly Louis 


Miami Fl 3361  


dodly.louis@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Bianca Vazquez 


Miami Florida 33125 


bvazquez1995@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Cristhian D. Ortiz 


Miami FL 33179 


cris1hian@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 
wayside horns. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Carlos Daniel 
1347 ne 147Th ST 


bobcarlos56@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Derell Denton 


miami fl 33179 


derelld@msn.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 
All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 


All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 
 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 


wayside horns. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 
All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 


All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 
river’s floodplain. 


 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Jhon Bayard 


miami florida 33168 


wilfridbayardfather@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 
All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 


All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 
All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 


wayside horns. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 


of transportation 
I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 
response vehicles. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 


All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 
The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 


 
Sincerely, 


Leandera Williams 


miami fl 33142 


gloglo1955@aol.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 
response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Charline Cetoute 
fl  


shashou24@live.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 
response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Noemi Gonzalez-Quevedo 
miami fl 33147 


n.gonzalez-queved001@mymdc.net 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Carpenter, Vicky 


miami Fl 33147 


carpenterV1@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Jazmine Drummer 


Miami Gardens Florida 33055 


jdrummer_7@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Thomas Horton 


Miami Fl 33167 


thorton1096@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 
wayside horns. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Kedna Innocent 
Miami florida 33150 


kednainnocent@yahoo.fr 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


 
All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 


Sincerely, 
Jesica Guerrier 


miami fl 33169 


guerrierjesica@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Orland Rivera 


hialeah,florida,33015 


orland929@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Darius Young 


miami gardens fl 


darius.young305@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


 Laura Echevarria 


miami fl 33055 


lauraechevarria151@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Andre Louis Bourbon 


miami fl. 


andr.bourbon@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 
wayside horns. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


May Amador 
miami, fl 33167 


princess_mayda13@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Keyarer Howard 


miami gradens ,fl 33054 


keyarer.howard@rocketmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Errick Patterson 


miami florida 33142 


patterson.errick@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 
 


 


Sincerely, 


Jason Rosaldo 


miami gardens fl 33025 


jason227@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 
All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 


All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 
I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 


wayside horns. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 
 


 


Sincerely, 


Felix Polanco 


33168 


felixpuello1@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Tibrishajarrett 


 33169 


mz.brishaboo@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 
All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 


of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 
double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 
Jelicia Bell  


Miami Florida 33169 


jeliciab21@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 
All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 


of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 
double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 
Amani Adams  


miami fl 33179 


amani_adams@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Caryl Celestin 


15620 NE 4ct 33162 


carlalex20@yahoo.cp 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Ariel Rocco 


hialeah fl 33012 


arieljrocco@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 
All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 


All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 
I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 


wayside horns. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 
All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Michelle Suau 
33185 


michelle.suau001@mymdc.net 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Jephthe Laguerre 


moam 


jephthelaguerre@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 
All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 


of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 
double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 
 


 


Sincerely, 


Wills Compere 


miami fl 33169 


Wills.Compere001@mymdc.net 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 
All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 


of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 
double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 
Kevin Torres 


Hialeah Fl 33010 


kevin33010@live.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 
All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 


wayside horns. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 


of transportation 
I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 
 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


 


All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 
I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 


 


Sincerely, 
Marcus Isaac 


miami,fl. 33150 


misaac@mdc.edu 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 
wayside horns. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Stevens Bonhomme 
miami fl 33179 


stevens.bonhomme001@mymdc.net 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Najuawa Daniels 


miami fl 33169 


nahnah0507@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Micah Rivera 


doral fl 33178 


rivermicah@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Ben Paul 


miami fl 33023 


focused111@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Laceann Archer 


miami fl 33179 


laceann.archer001@mymdc.net 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Yaohua Hu 


hialeah fl 33015 


alexexcl@live.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 
response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Sara Robles 
Miami FL 33142 


saraaka@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Amanda Bazil 


miami, florida, 33168 


manda_1995jb@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Nilton Ruiz 


hialeah, florida, 33018 


nilton-2008-13@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Monday, November 17, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Wollam Katherine 


waldo fl 32694 


katwollam@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Joseph Cameron 


maimi fl 33169 


joseph31923@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 
response vehicles. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 


All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 
river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 


 
Sincerely, 


Kyle Roth 


davie 


rothk@mail.broward.edu 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Tatiana Noel 


miramar fl 33027 


tatiana_f_noel@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Christian Lopez 


hialeah florida 33012 


chris.lopez1103@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Brandon Singletary 


miami gardens fl 33054 


brandonsingletary19@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Shakerea Burke 


lauderdale lakes fl 33319 


shakereab@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Estevon Walker 


Lauderhill 


rushard32@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 
All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 


All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 
I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 


wayside horns. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 
 


 


Sincerely, 


Rachel Pappalardo 


hialeah,fl 33011 


Rachel.Pappalardo001@mymdc.net 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Kendrea Clarke 


Lauderhill FL 33319 


clarke.kendrea@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Harry Pierre 


North Miami, florida,33161 


pierreh5518@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 
response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Tianna Thompson 
miramar fl 


sweettia9115@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 
wayside horns. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Nicolle Lafosse 
Plantation fl 33322 


nicolle_lafosse@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 
All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 


All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 
I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 


wayside horns. 


 


 


Sincerely, 
Jameel Reid 


miami gardens fl 33055 


jashav345@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 
wayside horns. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Keyvon Patterson 
miami florida 33142 


shanklive@rocketmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Shairis Paris 


33312 


llmsshairisparis@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Abigail Chavez 


miramar fl 33023 


abigail00292@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 
response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Nathalie Momplaisir 
miami fl 33167 


nathal.momplaisir001@mymdc.net 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 
All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 


of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 
double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 
 


 


Sincerely, 


Imani Joseph 


miami fl 33169 


imanijoseph206@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Kimberlee Gray 


sunrise fl 33323 


gkimmy10@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Vivian Moore 


miami florida 33127 


gatorhater797@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 
All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 


of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 
double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 
 


 


Sincerely, 


Pamela Valverde 


miramar fl 33027 


pamheezy@live.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 
All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 


All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 
I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 


wayside horns. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 
All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 


All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 
river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Zedrekonx 


miami 


zedreknox@aim.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Kristen Andersen 


miami. fl 


ksolololol@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Lacarol Kellie 


dania 


haruhitamaki@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


 


 


 


Sincerely, 
Isaac Timmer 


pompano beach fl 33064 


ittoootall@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 


wayside horns. 
 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


 


 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 
double its time. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 


All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 
river’s floodplain. 


 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Ancy Duval 


miami florida 33161 


duval.ancy@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Reshma Thomas 


cooper city florida 33026 


reshmathomas27@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Wilmore Kemp 


miamifl33054 


bigmen@1964bm.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 


wayside horns. 
 


 


Sincerely, 


Cortney Brooks 


ft.lauderdale fl 33312 
lilcortney102@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 
response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Juan Guerrero 
miramar fl 33025 


cazh_flow11@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 
All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 


All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 
habitats. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Caroline Baxendale 


33149 
baxendale.caroline@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Laquita Sartin 


miami fl 33147 


qt_benjamin@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Albert F. Mccall 


miami fl 33147 


bunchpark157@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Taylor-Dayne Lawrence 


miramar fl 33027 


taylor.dayne@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


 
I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 
 


 


Sincerely, 


Jeffery Rodriguez 


33065 
rodrj289@mail.broward.edu 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 
All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 


of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 
double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 
 


 


Sincerely, 


Kayvon Calaman-Hall 


Miami Fl 33014 


Coffeehypedchaos@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 
All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 


All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 
I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 


wayside horns. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 
All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 


All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 
river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Regina Reed 


opa locka fl 33054 


regina.reed001@mymdc.net 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Jasiel  


hialeah 


jesterjake20@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Erby Mortimer 


fort luaderdale florida 33312 


erby100@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Alicia Jaramillo 


fort lauderdale florida 33325 


gatorhater11@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 
All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 


All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 
I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 


wayside horns. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 
All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 


All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 
river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Rebecca Grolitzer 


miami florida 33179 


rebeccagrolitzer@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Huey  


ft. lauderdale fl 33311 


hu.harris@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 
All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 


of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 
double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 
Abby-Gayle Dunkley 


Sunrise 3313 


abby.dunkley13@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Benny Desir 


Miami florida 33167 


benny.desir001@mymdc.net 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Ambresha Griffin 


Fort Lauderdale FL 33311 


breshagriffin@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Clara Louissaint 


33147 


clara.louissaint@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


 


 


 


Sincerely, 
Creshelle Whitehead 


miami. fl 33056 


luluwhite444@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Friday, November 14, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 
All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 


of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 
double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 
Maurice Cossy 


miami,FL 33147 


blackmoi12@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 
 


 


Sincerely, 


Omari Tomlinson 


33025 
twix46@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


 


 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Sharon Vetoshnikova 


miami fl 33180 


svetoshnikova@aol.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 
 


Sincerely, 


Aubrie Nelson 


sunrise fl 33351 


aubbrieek6991@aol.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 
All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 


of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 
double its time. 


 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Henry Hernandez 
miramar florida 33029 


henrydabidhs@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


 


 


 


Sincerely, 
Christian Van 


pembroke pines fl 33029 


coolkidchrix@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 
response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Juan Salinas 
33029 


pablosalinase@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Ivrose Milien 


platation fl 33324 


evros01@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Akeem Robinson 


33319 


jermin1018@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 
wayside horns. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Alex Corso 
33305 


alexcors130@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 
response vehicles. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


April Mathis 
Water park, fl 33023 


aprilmathis10@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 
All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 


All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 
I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 


wayside horns. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 
 


 


Sincerely, 


Paul Levigne 


lauderdale lakes. fl. 33319 


levignepaul@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 
All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 


All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 
 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 


wayside horns. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 
of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 
response vehicles. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 


All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 
The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 


 
Sincerely, 


Alex Corso 


33317 


scorso@broward.edu 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Trevor Hansen 


Hollywood, FL 33021 


johnch3verse16@hotmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 
wayside horns. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Diandre Dawkins 
hollywood fl. 33020 


diandre.dawkins@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 
wayside horns. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


Michael Malcolm 
Margate Florida 33063 


mikerocketboy@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Shawn Hill 


coral springs fl 33071 


shawn.hill47@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Destino Roman 


hollywood florida 33024 


dromanscholarships@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Thaddeus Brown 


sunrise fl 33313 


thaddeusbrown985@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 


All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 
wayside horns. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 


of transportation 
I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 
 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 


All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 
The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 


 


Sincerely, 
Cristina Durand 


cooper city florida 33026 


gymnastxx95@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 
All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 


of transportation 


I favor utilizing the All Aboard Florida corridor which will have the highest level of safety required at all grade 


crossings. 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 
double its time. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 


 
The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 


I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 


 
Sincerely, 


Shaqua Anderson 


Miramar FL 33025 


yq.bookings.features@gmail.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Franco Fruggiero 


weston fl 33327 


francojf3@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 
All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


 


 


 


 
Sincerely, 


Uroosa Ullah 


33331 


uroosaullah14@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Social & Economic area: 


All Aboard Florida will benefit the Florida economy by more than $6.5 billion over the next 8 years. 
All Aboard Florida will create more than 10,000 statewide and local jobs during construction and 5,000 


additional jobs per year. 


All Aboard Florida will decrease the closure times by 7 minutes for each moveable bridge closure increasing 


boating efficiency 


I support intercity passenger rail service that provides boaters and train operations with equal time. 
All Aboard Florida will reduce the noise profile and impacts to the surrounding communities by installing 


wayside horns. 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Health and Safety area: 


All Aboard Florida will reduce harmful pollutants from the environment and by providing an alternative mode 


of transportation 
 


All Aboard Florida’s 52 second grade crossing delay is reasonable, given that the average traffic signal is 


double its time. 


All Aboard Florida will provide the shortest grade crossing closures it possibly can and not impact emergency 


response vehicles. 
 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Environmental area: 


All Aboard Florida’s corridor will limit the impact on wetland habitat. 


All Aboard Florida will limit the negative environmental impact to land bordering rivers, also known as a 


river’s floodplain. 


The All Aboard Florida corridor does not impact federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 
I believe that steps should be taken to use existing rail infrastructure that will make little or no change to fish 


habitats. 


 


 


Sincerely, 
Tylim Mack 


tamarac 


tylimmack@yahoo.com 







Mr. John Winkle 


Federal Railroad Administration 


West Building, Mail Stop 20 
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE 


Washington, DC 20590 


          Tuesday, November 18, 2014 


Dear Mr. John Winkle: 


Below are comments that I would like to submit as part of the public comment period of the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement published on September 26, 2014 in the Federal Register regarding the All 
Aboard Florida intercity passenger rail project being proposed between Miami and Orlando, Florida. 


 


 


I support All Aboard Florida for the following reasons in the Transportation area: 


All Aboard Florida will be faster, safer and more reliable and environmentally friendly than existing modes of 
transportation 


All Aboard Florida will help improve high air quality in Florida and meet growing transportation demands 


All Aboard Florida will link the highest visited and most populated locations of Florida by intercity passenger 


rail.  


 


 
Sincerely, 


Sanique Collins 


lauderhill fl 33313 


snqcollins28@gmail.com 
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		13934545-NO-S-MICHAEL MALCOLM

		13934569-NO-T-SHAWN HILL

		13934570-NO-T-DESTINO ROMAN

		13934571-YES-T-THADDEUS BROWN

		13934572-NO-SHE-CRISTINA DURAND

		13934573-NO-THE-SHAQUA ANDERSON

		13934574-YES-T-FRANCO FRUGGIERO

		13934575-SKIP-E-UROOSA ULLAH

		13934577-YES-TSHE-TYLIM MACK

		13934578-YES-T-SANIQUE COLLINS





From: Jeff Ream
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Additional Statement of Public Comment to AAF DEIS
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 10:46:31 AM

Unfortunately the AAF DEIS was released while most snowbirds were still up north, and the
 response period ends just after the Thanksgiving holiday. As a result, many folks including
 myself had no opportunity or limited time to respond. I have sent two previous responses, one
 that I had prepared in advance of the DEIS, and I am now sending a final supplemental response.
 Basically the DEIS period should have been extended another 60 days, so unfortunately I had to
 do my response in pieces.

The overall conclusion is that the DEIS is completely inadequate in addressing the facts of life
 and the impact of rail operations on the Treasure Coast of Florida. In fact, local input, data and
 concerns in Indian River County are completely missing. There are many concerns stated in
 hundreds of individual responses and from local communities, authorities and organizations.
 They are all valid and IF read by those with reasonable, un-biased and un-paid open minds and
 considered as an entirety they draw attention to literally hundreds of valid issues that prove the
 DEIS is inadequate and the negative impact to our lifestyle, safety, and property values (and
 other environmental impacts) are substantial. My comments herein are related to safety.

The following new threats combine in their totality to create an unprecedented increased risk of
 grave harm to the general population between Miami and Cocoa as a result of double track, FEC
 freight growth and the entire AAF plan.

1) Increase of 370% and more in numbers of trains in 2016 (14 to 52 AVERAGE) per day

2) Vast majority of increase ( 600%) occurs during peak hours (7 to 42 trains day and evening, 10
 over night by 2016)

3) Planned freight growth 5% to 10% per year well into the future (20 in 2016, 22 in 2019+++++).
 FEC predicts double the freight volume in 10 years due to panamax ships

4) More than doubling of train speeds Miami to West Palm Beach (around 30 mph to around 79
 mph)

5) More than tripling train speeds West Palm Beach to Cocoa (around 30 mph to around 100 mph)

6) Nearly doubling freight train speeds (around 30 mph to above 50 mph)

7) Extremely large numbers of daily high speed passenger trains greater than any other
 passenger rail service route in the US

8) Up to 2 ½ mile long freight trains at least doubling current lengths (average will be 8150 ft)

9) The combination of very large numbers of slower longer freight trains and very large numbers
 of faster HSR on the same tracks at the same time. This situation is totally unique to AAF and
 does not and will not exist in any other combined freight and passenger rail corridor anywhere in
 the US.

10) Highly developed corridor with concentrated population density very near the tracks
 consisting of greater than normal numbers of seniors and tourists who are most vulnerable to
 dangers from HSR. The Treasure Coast is not a rural wasteland as the DEIS implies and then
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 ignores, but a continuously developed urban extension of South Florida and a major world
 tourist/retirement destination with a highly valued special identity far different from Miami and
 Orlando

11) The extremely large numbers of at-grade crossings (349) in the entire corridor between Miami
 and Cocoa and 143 in the high speed zone (about 1.2 crossings per mile over 120 miles). This
 situation is totally unique to AAF and does not and will not exist in any other high speed rail
 corridor anywhere in the US.

12) The close proximity of tracks to major highways (especially US 1), intersections, businesses,
 residences, schools, recreational facilities and other dense urban development

13) Even with sealed corridor quad gates can be breached; FRA would recommend gate barriers
 for train speeds of 111 MPH which are resistant to vehicle impact. AAF will run ONE MPH less to
 avoid that FRA recommendation, as if one MPH makes any difference to safety in our situation

14) Increase in crossing closing times of 60 minutes per day and 40 minutes in peak hours is a
 significant increase in potential delays to first responders and to out entire population in
 communities which are all bisected by the rail

15) Positive train control is implied to improve safety, but will not stop trains if crossings are
 breached. Nothing will save you if you are somehow pushed into or trapped in a crossing

16) Increased destructive derailment potential and collateral damage due to much greater energy
 and lighter passenger cars

17) Hazmat concerns mixing HSR and freight

18) Even more passenger trains are planned between Miami and West Palm Beach (32 more AAF
 commuter and/or up to 75 more Tri-Rail on FEC track). Is there no limit to how many trains can
 be run each day on FEC tracks through major cities and towns? This potentially "extreme"
 concern is never addressed in the DEIS, and worst case train traffic volume for the next 30 years
 should have been considered in FUTURE environmental impacts along the entire 195 mile
 route. This situation is totally unique to AAF and does not and will not exist in any other
 combined freight and passenger rail corridor anywhere in the US.

19) Double track is always a higher risk than single track because people get hit by a second train
 they did not see coming

20) Trespasser accidents will increase substantially due to numbers of trains and much higher
 speeds. At 100 MPH a train travels ¼ mile in less than 8 seconds, there will be mere seconds of
 horn warning time which will be impossible to react to in time. No trespasser safety risk
 mitigation is planned

 

No current HSR in the US is remotely comparable in terms of cumulative risk factors. No HSR
 operation at 110 MPH combined with any significant numbers of freight trains and large numbers
 of grade crossings exists in the US. The AAF plan is unique and well beyond any current or
 planned HSR experience. The only significant combined freight and 110 MPH HSR in the US is 15
 miles in Illinois, where a very small number of concurrent freight operates (a total of 13 trains per
 day including 5 freight, 6 HSR and 2 Amtrak low speed trains). Even when that route is expanded
 it will be vastly less threatening to public safety than AAF when all factors are considered.

Union Pacific, CSX, NS, BSNF and in the past Conrail have or are now blocking HSR on their
 freight tracks, citing safety and other issues. The simple fact is that combined freight and
 passenger rail are in large numbers are not compatible with the basic business objectives of



 either operation.

AAF has not committed in any verifiable way to incorporating any of the FRA safety
 recommendations contained in their On-Site Engineering Field Reports, Part 1 and 2. These are
 the minimum things that must be done in the view of the FRA, but even they do not adequately
 mitigate the combination of hazards unique to the AAF plan.

The AAF plan is completely unprecedented in introducing new, severe and compounded threats
 that create in their totality significant potential to cause grave harm to the general public along
 the entire AAF route. The only comparable US HSR is Acela, which has no high speed grade
 crossings (only 11 small local dead end crossings in 456 miles) and no freight mixed with Acela
 trains.

The fact is that over the past 15 years of slow FEC freight operations on the AAF portion of the
 route, there have been 235 crossing events, 50 crossing deaths, 70 crossing injuries, 171
 trespasser deaths and 85 trespasser injuries. How will 32 AAF trains plus significantly more and
 faster freight trains reduce those statistics? How much will the AAF plan INCREASE those
 statistics? Who is looking out for public safety when AAF ignores FRA safety recommendations
 and both FRA and FDOT seem not very concerned and AAF says "nothing can stop us" because
 we are a private company?

The bottom line is that no-one within the DEIS process, no-one within FRA and certainly no-one
 within AAF has expressed any respect for or given any attention to the concerns of residents in
 120 miles in the high speed zone, and especially on the Treasure Coast. No-one is looking out for
 the big picture, which is fundamentally whether uncontrolled rail expansion of a single track
 class II freight route totally contained within a unique Florida coastal urban corridor a few miles
 from the ocean makes any sense or is compatible with future growth and development of this
 prime real estate, certainly among the most desirable in the world. We do not want the I-95 of
 freight and passenger rail here. It is about the big things that have been pointed out in great
 detail. More importantly it is about each and every personal thing. What AAF and FEC are
 planning, with apparently full blind unwavering support of FRA and FDOT, is incomprehensible,
 reprehensible and unconscionable.

Jeffrey Ream

6570 Caicos Ct

Vero Beach, FL 32967



From: sailfishrealtyofflorida@gmail.com on behalf of John Gonzalez
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AFF EIS Study - please reject...
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 4:10:54 PM

To Whom it May Concern:

I am writing to respectfully request that the Rail Administration invalidate the Environmental
 Impact Study that was submitted by All Aboard Florida (FEC, et al). This study contains an
 egregious amount of disinformation and less than scientific studies.

As a taxpaying citizen, whose tax dollars will be used to fund this project and your efforts to
 review these document, I hope you will consider the following observations regarding the
 report:

1. The environmental impact on the dislocation of native species of plants and animals
 during the construction of the expanded right of way has not been fully and accurately
 examined. There will be an adverse impact on species such as the gopher turtle, Florida
 Panther and other creatures either during construction or post construction.

2. Boat traffic will be at serious risk during long bridge delays at the New River, Jupiter
 and Stuart bridges. Commercial traffic will be delayed and at risk. Recreational boaters
 will have increased risk of harm to humans and boats during long wait periods for the
 tracks to clear.

3. The ridership studies are not supported by any formula's that can be tested. Will the fare
 be at a price point to encourage ridership? Will there be sufficient end point
 transportation to make ridership attractive? How was the number of riders determined?
 By my calculations every train north and south on every trip must be running at full
 capacity to arrive at these figures. I assume that the trains hold 300 passengers.

4. The negative economic outcomes for Martin County will be staggering. We estimate no
 less than $80 million dollars in property value reductions will take place. Currently,
 homes on the west side of the railway bridge are finding the ability to sell homes is
 declining as a result of the potential AAF trains.

Please insist that All Aboard Florida relook at this entire enterprise. Please respect the pleas of
 the nearly 1,000,000 residents and taxpayers that will be negatively affected by this train.

Thank you for your attention in this matter.

Respectfully,

John B. Gonzalez
920 SE Riverside Drive
Stuart, Florida 34994
(772) 631-6450
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From: LARRY
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AFF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ERRORS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 2:06:26 PM
Attachments: NO TRAIN 2.docx
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JOHN WINKLE

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION

DEAR MR WINKLE,

I AM WRITING TO INFORM YOU ABOUT TWO VERY SIGNIFICANT ERRORS IN ALL ABOARD FLORIDA’S ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT. IF THESE ERRORS ARE CORRECTED THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT WOULD CONCLUDE THAT THE PLANED ALL ABOARD FLORIDA SCHEDULE WILL PREVENT SAFE PASSAGE OF MARINE TRAFFIC THROUGH THE ROOSEVELT AND ST. LUCIE RIVER RAILROAD BRIDGES BETWEEN APPROXIMATELY 8:00 AM AND MIDNIGHT.

THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT STATES THAT THE RR BRIDGE CLOSINGS WOULD BLOCK MARINE TRAFFIC FOR 15 MINUTES PER CLOSING BUT THE ACTUAL MINIMUM TIME IS PREDICTED TO BE 26 MINUTES (REFER TO THE ADDENDUM). WITH TWO ALL ABOARD FLORIDA CLOSINGS PER HOUR THE AVERAGE TIME AVALIBLE FOR MARINE TRAFFIC TO PASS IS 4 MINUTES TWICE PER HOUR.

THE SECOND SIGNIFICANT ERROR IS THE DEPICTION BY AAF OF TWO WAY MARINE TRAFFIC THROUGH THE RR BRIDGE. THE BRIDGE IS MUCH TOO NARROW FOR SAFE TWO WAY MARINE PASSAGE ESPECIALLY WHEN THE WATER CURRENT RUSHING AT AN ANGLE TO THE BRIDGE FENDERS IS CONCIDERED.

PLEASE HELP PREVENT THE PROPOSED TRAIN SCHEDULES FROM ESSENTIALLY CLOSING THE ST. LUCIE WATERWAY WHICH WOULD DAMAGE OUR MARINE INDUSTRY, PREVENT DAYTIME PASSAGE OF THE OKEECHOBEE WATERWAY, AND SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCE THE VALUE OF ALL WATER FRONT PROPERTY WEST OF THE ROOSEVELT BRIDGE. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND CONCIDERATION.

LARRY HALL

1449 SW PINE TREE LN

PALM CITY, FL 3400

(772)-223-3057
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ADDENDUM EXPLAINING THE 26 MINUTE CLOSING PREDICTION:

I HAVE DISCUSED THE EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED PASSENGER TRAIN SCHEDULE WITH 2 FORMER ROOSEVELT DRAW BRIDGE OPERATERS.

THE PRESENT PROTOCOLS AND PRACTICES FOR THE ST. LUCIE RIVER RAILROAD BRIDGE OPENINGS ARE:

1) THE RAILROAD BRIDGE HORN BLOWS 8 MINUTES PRIOR TO THE BRIDGE STARTING TO CLOSE AND THE ROOSEVELT BRIDGE WILL NOT BE OPENED DURING THIS TIME SO BOATS  ARE NOT TRAPPED BETWEEN THE TWO BRIDGES

2) THE RAILROAD BRIDGE REQUIRES ABOUT 1 MINUTE TO CLOSE

3) THE RAILROAD BRIDGE IS DOWN A MINIMUM OF 10 MINUTES PRIOR TO THE TRAIN’S ARRIVAL

4)  1 MINUTE IS ESTIMATED FOR THE FAST 9 CAR TRAINS TO CROSS THE BRIDGE

5) THE RAILROAD BRIDGE USUALLY TAKES 3 MINUTES TO OPEN AFTER THE TRAIN HAS PASSED

6) THEN THE ROOSEVELT DRAW BRIDGE REQUIRES APPROXIMATELY 3 MINUTES TO OPEN

7) THIS CYCLE TAKES APPROXIMATELY 26 MINUTES

 EACH FREIGHT TRAIN ADDED TO THE PASSENGER TRAIN CLOSINGS WOULD CLOSE THE WATERWAY FOR ABOUT ONE AND A HALF HOURS.





From: Pamela Pulver
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AFF
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 7:56:05 AM

My vote is NO to use of present rail system that follows US 1.  Building a new track out west of the I 95 corridor
 would make much better sense and impact fewer people along the residential areas. 

I live in Fort Pierce where I have to cross the present tracks to get anywhere.  The additional disruptions with no
 benefit to our community is just not right!

My vote is NO to AFF using present rail system.

Pamela Pulver
S Hutchinson Island

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Ken Kramerman
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AFF
Date: Monday, October 27, 2014 8:01:27 AM

This should not be allowed to happen.

 

1. Time the antiquated railroad drawbridge would be in the down
 position blocking marine traffic with 32 passenger and up to 20
 freight trains crossing the St.Lucie River daily. 
                                                At 15 - 25 minutes each
 (drawbridge normally is closed in the down position 15 minutes
 prior to train arrival) is unacceptable and should be challenged.

                                           2. A visit to the site to see the rusted and otherwise
 deteriorated condition of the river crossing understructure is a needed rude
 awakening.

                                           3. A passage through Central Florida on new or on
 existing CSX Railroad tracks is an obvious safer and less intrusive route.

 
 

Ken Kramerman
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From: fmlento@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Against AAF
Date: Monday, October 27, 2014 3:02:48 PM

From:  Frances M. Lento
740 Lake Orchid Circle, #204
Vero Beach, FL  32962

To  whom it may concern:

As a resident of Florida for fifty-four years and now living in Vero
 Beach, FL, I am very much against AAF. 

 I live in a beautiful retirement community on US 1, Grove Isle, and
 very near the railroad tracks.  The additional 32 runs per day,
 noise, depreciation of my lifelong investment, emergency service
 for those living on the West side of the tracks, and of absolutely
 no benefit for us here in Vero Beach, only for those living in Miami
 or West Palm Beach, means ABSOLUTELY NO to AAF!!!!       
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From: David Burken
To: John.Winkle@DOT.Gov; Floridanotallaboard@gmail.com; AAF-comments@vhb.com
Subject: Against AAF
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 10:33:00 AM

All,

We live in Roseland Florida (North Indian River Couny) a block and a
half West of the railroad tracks.  We have plans for a new house on our
exiting property, engineered and permit ready.  I have a builder and I'm
ready to go.  I will NOT build there if this AAF thing goes through.
So, no new taxes for the county.  No improvement to the neighborhood.
No stimulation of the local community from a $400,000 plus construction
project.

Given the current population of the East coast of Florida, the only
thing that should go down those tracks is a "dinner train".  New tracks
should be routed up the turn pike corridor.  They should be elevated on
piling so as to limit the environmental impact.

Sincerely,
David Burken
Roseland, Florida
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From: Judith Bewersdorf
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com; Jsunbeam@bellsouth.net
Subject: Against AAF
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 3:40:23 PM

I live in the beautiful quaint river town of Sebastian, Fl located in Indian river
 county.
We are building up the "old working water front" to like it was long ago. This
 water front
is only one block away from the FEC RR tracks. We have a big park one block
 from these tracks also in which major events are held along with local events!

32 high speed trains zipping through this river front area daily is a disaster to
 the quiet,
 peaceful atmosphere we are trying to maintain. We have concerts in the park
 once a month.
We have a Clam Bake Festival, The Pelican Island Festival, The juried Art Fest
 Monthly craft shows, Monthly art shows, The 4th of July parade & all day
 long festivities to mention a few with people walking across these tracks trying
 to get to these festival, especially with kids in tow!

The Treasure coast communities and especially Sebastian, MY TOWN, reap no
 benefit
whatsoever from these high speed trains.  They cause noise, nuisances, safety
 concerns,
and especially with children crossing  to go fish in the Indian River Lagoon.

I personally see no need for 32 trains to go thru my town daily! 16 round trip
 trains!

If this AAF is a done deal, why not make it only 8 round trips daily. Why do
 the trains have to run every half hour? Are people from Miami  going to ride
 every half hour to go to Orlando or vice versa? And how long will these trains
 run? Till 10PM? If the purpose is to go to Disney theme parks these trains do
 not need to run every half hour! Certainly people can plan their days
 accordingly. You do not need to run trains every 30 minutes! You most
 assuredly will
lose money on a lot of the routes, ie train times because most of the people
 probably will
 ride perhaps at 8AM and return on a 9PM train!
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Has anyone taken surveys as to when the populous of Orlando or Miami would
 be riding these trains? What time of day? When they would leave & what time
 would they return?
I have not read of any surveys.

I am totally against 32 trains running thru my quiet peaceful river town.  I
 perhaps would put up with 8 trains. (4 round trips).   It certainly does not
 benefit Sebastian!

Sincerely,

Judith Bewersdorf
226 Dickens Ave
Sebastian, FL 32958      772-388-0589

This email is free from viruses and malware because avast! Antivirus
 protection is active.

http://www.avast.com/
http://www.avast.com/


From: Joe Zmick
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AGAINST AAF
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 4:49:00 PM

We are opposed to all aboard Fl.  We feel it will affect the quality of our life, living on the
 island.  It will change the way we do everyday things.  From planning doctors appointments to
 simply shopping will take longer because of delays at train crossings.  Not to mention
 emergency vehicle  that have to wait for trains  to pass.  why don't you consider moving the
 tracks near I95 or the turnpike where it won't interfere with our peaceful way of life.  

Joseph Zmick Email: jzcation@hotmail.com
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From: heybrina@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: against aaf
Date: Tuesday, October 7, 2014 12:14:26 PM

I am writing to express my outrage and indignation over the way AAF has handled the environmental
 impact statement  on ALL ABOARD FLORIDA.WE NEED AN INDEPENDENT STUDY FOR THIS TO BE
 RECOGNIZED AS legitimate. I do not accept the fox guarding the hen house.The environment on this
 proposed route will be damaged. Wildlife will be killed at record numbers. I am speaking for all the wildlife
 in my beautiful neighborhood....quiet....serene.....Please reconsider this proposed easterly route....GO
 WEST! Sincerely,
Sabrina barden
107 riverview dr
Jensen beach fl
34957
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From: Helene & Lothar
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Against AAF
Date: Friday, September 19, 2014 6:54:35 PM

Dear Mr. Winkle, 

     My husband and I have lived in Martin County for 23 1/2 years.  We have
 enjoyed living here.  However, if AAF is allowed to go forward, it will totally
 ruin our community.  The traffic tie-ups alone will spoil our beautiful county. 
 We are very concerned that if we need to go to the hospital, or visit our
 doctors in Stuart, FL we will face many delays. We love to visit downtown
 Stuart, and we probably will stop going  to restaurants and shops there
 because of traffic congestion.  Businesses will be adversely affected. 
 Noise will also make a bad impact on the area.  The the boaters will be
 affected adversely. Emergency vehicles will face delays.   AAF should use
 the tracks that are in western Martin County so as not to ruin our area. 
 Another big point I would like to make:  I do not want my taxes going to this
 company for  their money-grabbing plan.  Train transportation in this
 country has not proven to be a money maker.  How can AAF realistically
 expect to make money?  They just want the taxpayers to fund their
 boondoggle.  Then they will require continuous subsidies to keep operating.

I hope you will take all of the above into consideration, Mr. Winkle, when
 deciding our fate.

Sincerely,

Helene Michlowitz
2048 SW Mayflower Drive
Palm City, FL 34990
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From: Jane Merritt
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: President@whitehouse.gov; CongressmanPatrick.Murphy@mail.house.gov; Bill@BillNelson.senate.gov;

 Rick.Scott@eog.myflorida.com; Negron.Joe.web@flsenate.gov; GHarrell@GayleHarrell.com;
 MaryLynn.Magar@myfloridahouse.gov

Subject: Against All Aboard FL
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 4:27:40 PM
Attachments: Against All Aboard FL.docx

See letter as sent to Mr. Winkle 
attached
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December 2, 2014



Mr. John Winkle

U.S. Department of Transportation



Dear Mr. Winkle,



I am a resident of Stuart, FL and am writing to your agency to voice my opposition to All Aboard Florida, and to request that all funding and permits to them be rejected. I have attended several of the public meetings that were held regarding this proposal. My concerns center on the fact that the demand for this new passenger service is not well established. Florida East Coast Rail and AAF are requesting government backed loans and tax exempt bonds to fund existing infrastructure improvements to effect this service. At the same time, they want local communities to spend considerable funds for safety upgrades. When FECR deems the passenger service is no longer viable, the taxpayer will be holding the debt. FECR will have improved the tracks for their freight operations at little cost to the company and on the backs of the taxpayers.



The Draft Environmental Impact Statement uses data and specifications that range from optimistic, to questionable, to not accurate, to downright misleading (especially regarding the bridge over the St. Lucy River and their modeling). In other areas information is omitted.  At one meeting I attended, much was made of the preservation of the railroad bridge over the St. Lucy River because it is historic and as such must be preserved under the National Historic Preservation Act. By the way, this is completely inaccurate. NHPA permits many levels of preservation right down to replacement and a photograph showing the replaced structure set at the site.  However, a six foot high chain link fence would be installed on both sides of the rail tracks that go through the middle of HISTORIC downtown Stuart. This fact was not mentioned.



No remediation measures can make the population of the Treasure Coast safe from high speed trains and potential derailments be they passenger trains or freight trains.



No remediation measures can change the negative impact of greatly increasing the times and number of closings of essential roads to emergency vehicles and to residents. I recently saw the crossroads of US 1 and Monterey Road blocked by vehicles waiting for a southbound freight to pass through the Monterey Rd. and A1A crossing. At the same time a northbound train had the Indian Street and A1A crossing closed.  So two crossings within a couple of miles of each other were closed at the same time. This was during the morning Rush Hour and commuters were completely stopped by the two trains and very tense.



No remediation measures can change the negative impact to residents and guests trying to evacuate during a hurricane or a train derailment when there has been a spill of toxic chemicals. The same is true of boats trying to evacuate for a hurricane or get to safety at Indiantown.



The quality of life for all who share the Treasure Coast will be diminished. The negative impact to our economy will be severe. Our businesses especially the boating, recreation, and tourism industries will falter. The pollution and noise from so many trains will greatly devalue the quality of life along the train corridor. The DEIS ignores or is misleading on the the impact to traffic safety, boat navigation, natural and cultural resources.  



The DEIS and its findings should not be accepted.  Florida's coastal communities deserve an honest, not self serving evaluation of this costly and community altering project. An evaluation that uses accurate and complete data and analysis. Solutions to the serious safety, financial, traffic, and navigation concerns are essential before this project moves forward.



Please deny All Aboard Florida and FECR all funding and permits, and do not let this project go forward as currently proposed.



Respectfully,





Jane Lynn Merritt

4014 SE Fairway E

Stuart, FL 34997

jlm3322@gmail.com







From: wilsonatl@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Against All Aboard Florida a
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 6:55:50 PM

For all the reasons you have heard.

If it is so viable, then let FEC work with CSX and move the impact west at the Port of Palm Beach to Orlando. 
 Otherwise deny/stop it all together.

Thanks

Marguerite Wilson
678-794-3205
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From: Patty
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Against All Aboard Florida
Date: Friday, November 7, 2014 10:13:32 AM

I agree with "Florida Not All Aboard" and believe an option for these tracks would be better served by taking them
 to central Florida, less populated areas, rather than through numerous communities along the east coast.  Several
 concerns:  SAFETY:  I'm originally from a small town in Ohio of 4800 people and although the tracks run through
 the town, the town's concern over safety was addressed by building two bridges "over" the tracks in order for
 people and emergency crews to get to various parts of the community should a train be blocking the way.  I live in
 Martin County and there would be no way for emergency crews to get "around or over" the tracks during a crisis.
 Also, our schools are located on both sides of the tracks and if parents need to get their children and can't get over
 the tracks, the children's welfare and safety are at risk.  SMALL BUSINESS/ECONOMIC IMPACT:  Just as
 residents attempt to avoid US1 during peak times, residents will avoid many parts of the community due to constant
 railroad closings. This will have a severe economic impact to all of our small businesses which are the backbone of
 this community.  LOWER PROPERTY VALUE:  With additional trains also comes additional noise which will
 directly create problems within the railroad track vicinity.  The frequency of trains/noise is currently acceptable and
 property owners were aware of this when they purchased a home near the tracks, however, with additional trains,
 that is not what home owners bought into when purchasing a home.  Also, if they try to sell, they will find their
 home value will have decreased and will Florida East Coast Industries compensate them for the loss??
PLEASE RECONSIDER AND GO WEST OR DON'T GO AT ALL!  Thank you. 
Patty Alan

Sent from my iPad
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From: Ed Jones
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Against All Aboard Florida
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 3:33:35 PM

All Aboard Florida Project impacts have not been properly or fully evaluated in the

 Draft EIS, especially with respect to need for the Project, noise, safety, wildlife, and

 marine navigation. Lacking appropriate evaluation based on accurate data, impacts

 and mitigation cannot be properly identified or alternatives evaluated. The Project

 should be halted until evaluation of impacts is complete and appropriate mitigation is

 provided.

Marine navigation in the area of the Loxahatchee Bridge is of particular concern. The

 bridge currently poses significant safety concerns. Situation will be worsened by

 increased rail traffic and bridge closures. 
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From: EVPAN19@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Against All Aboard Florida.
Date: Friday, September 19, 2014 5:57:39 PM

I am totally against any Taxpayer money being used or loaned to All Aboard Florida. If it is such a big
 money maker let the Private sector do the financing. I see it as another "Solendra" and the taxpayers
 holding the bag when they go bankrupt. Somebody got a brain fart and want to use Taxpayers money to
 fund it--no way. Tri-rail isn't the money maker they thought it would be years ago.  
It will have a big impact on the Treasure Coast too many trains lots of noise, stops at railroad crossings--
mess up boating--no thanks.
Evelyn Nass
zip 36527 Port Saint Lucie
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From: Jessica Sebag
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Against all aboard Florida
Date: Friday, September 26, 2014 6:54:39 PM

I am against all aboard Florida. The environmental impact and the impact on those of us who don't live in South
 Florida or Orlando is huge.

Putting over 30 extra trains through towns like Stuart is just insane. It will tie up traffic, block the ability of boaters
 to navigate our waters under the Old Roosevelt but blocking the one link with a train bridge repeatedly and for long
 periods at a time, and otherwise destroy the towns that are what Florida is truly about. The reason I moved here and
 left south Florida was because that part of the state had little regard for the environment, for maintaining the beauty
 of Florida, and caring about the individual over business.  I came here because it was everything that Miami isn't,
 and now Miami wants to take my town and turn it into its own train super highway with no regard for our
 livelihood or economy

As it is, as a boater it can be difficult to navigate our river through Stuart because of how long the train bridge will
 stay down, blocking the connection between forks of the river. That's just with a few freight trains.  If there were
 more trains the bridge would be down more times a day, it takes a long time to go up after a train passes and comes
 down a good period of time prior to the train.  Adding extra down periods will making boating impossible,
 especially for those who make their livings on the water.  And cutting a high speed train through downtown stuart
 will make it more difficult to work downtown or leave downtown and will hurt the businesses that need constant
 traffic flow.

Thank you but please put your train outside of my town, build new tracks or get rid of this ridiculous idea of a train
 which, sadly will only be a drain on Florida's economy and detrimental to the environment and our precious
 protected animals.
Sent from my iPhone

No trees were destroyed for this message. However, a great number of pixels were extremely inconvenienced.
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From: Brenda Martin
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AGAINST ALL ABOARD FLORIDA
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 5:58:34 AM

I am writing to say I am against All Aboard Florida going thru Florida. Brenda Martin

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Jancy11@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Against All Aboard Florida
Date: Monday, September 22, 2014 2:17:40 PM

The following from your report shows the harm it will do to  the Treasure Coast area.

I can't believe someone decided to run a high speed railway right thru the populated area

along southeast Florida instead of locating it inland away from the populations.

The following from your report shows the harm it will do to  the Treasure Coast area.

 

Local governments in St. Lucie, Indian River and Martin have passed resolutions opposing the trains.

        Passenger trains would create “unacceptably high” vibration levels near 3,300 homes, 513 businesses and various studios,
 theaters and auditoriums between West Palm Beach and Cocoa. The railroad said it would do extra maintenance to help.

        “At some locations, more than three trains per hour are scheduled,” and more time every hour “would operate under
 unacceptable levels of service.”

        All Aboard Florida trains would average 103.34 mph in Indian River County, 93.38 mph St. Lucie County and 76.96 mph
 Martin County.

Please stop this from happening along the Treasure Coast.

Jack Sailer, 1111 SW 5th Terrace, Palm City, FL 34990
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From: Berta Dubee
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Against All Aboard Florida"s proposed high-speed passenger railway
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 8:13:48 PM

To Whom It May Concern;

The proposed high-speed passenger rail service should concern us all. Henry Flagler is probably spinning in his
 grave right now. What a sorry sad state of affairs that Fortress Investment Group is willing to destroy the treasure
 coast to enrich their stockholder's - with the financial assistance of the taxpayers. It doesn't even seem possible that
 this proposed plan has even reached this stage of development. Don't we elect "officials" to make informed
 decisions FOR THE GOOD OF THE PEOPLE they represent. Save us from special interest and government greed
 and corruption!

The Federal Railroad Administration needs to make a thorough and thoughtful evaluation of the proposed route and
 ask some tough questions about the future use of this rail corridor. When All Aboard Florida doesn't attract riders,
 what are the plans for the tracks? Will we be having much slower moving freight trains traveling through a very
 sensitive ecological area carrying hazardous materials?

PLEASE stop this train in it's tracks and stop making a mockery of processes designed to preserve and protect our
 environment and it's residents blessed enough to live here.

I am strenuously opposed to All Aboard Florida traveling the proposed corridor through the Treasure Coast. Sadly,
 for every letter you receive, there are a thousand people in opposition that won't bother to write. I have more faith in
 SOMEONE having enough common sense to STOP THIS MADNESS.

I thank you for your time and attention to this matter.

Alberta Dubee
3809 Westchester Court
Port St Lucie, FL  34952

Sent from my iPad
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From: Frank Menagh
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Against All Aboard to Federal RR Admin.
Date: Tuesday, November 4, 2014 4:16:28 PM

To Whom It May Concern;   Sent to Federal Railroad Administration, U.S. Department of
 Transportation
 (Against All Aboard Florida Intercity Passenger Rail Project)
 
     There will be 40 trains, 32 passenger & 8 freight going over the Railroad Bridge in Stuart. 
 This bridge takes at least 9 minutes to close and open.
This means the bridge will be closed at least 6 hours or more during the daytime hours.  This
 bridge is very low and narrow.  So it means a list of boats waiting for their turn to go through,
 one at a time, will take many more minutes of time.  10 boats say, so another 10 minutes or
 more to get through the bridge.  There are thousands of boaters at their docks West of the
 Bridge plus two large Marinas on the North and South Forks of the St Lucie River.  This will
 also keep boaters from up North from coming South for the Winter to  anchor or take docks
 or moorings west of the bridge and on the River.  Many of these boaters will also want to take
 the South Fork to Lake Okeechobee or the West Coast which also has several Marinas and
 private docks.
 
This will affect the Marinas,  business, and all the boaters who want to use the river already
 living on he North and South Fork river and the canal to the West.. 
 
That is why all these boaters,  marinas, and business communities are against the All Aboard
 Intercity Passenger Train Project.
 
Respectfully,  Frank Menagh.   Email: fmenagh@hotmail.com

Frank,
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From: Travis Bass
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Against All Aboard
Date: Wednesday, September 24, 2014 8:19:33 AM

I own a home near the Vero Beach Country club and work down town. This is not only going
 to disrupt my tranquil home but hinder my commute to work with zero benefit to myself or
 my neighbors. If the train stopped here and brought a positive economic impact that would be
 one thing but I fear it will do the exact opposite. Our downtown businesses are going to suffer
 as well as my property value. This needs to be stopped or moved out west. Thanks 

Sincerely, 

Travis Bass
Regional Sales Consultant | My Receptionist
Schedule a time to talk: calendly.com/travisb
Office: 888.548.2773 | Fax: 800.615.4921
Web/Social: www.myreceptionist.com
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From: Melissa Sullivan
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Against all aboard
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 6:35:55 AM

I am a resident of Palm Beach county for more than 30 years. I have a young family and enjoy being a part of a
 vibrant community. And we have family in the Orlando area. All aboard Florida makes no sense. There is no sound
 support and research for it. In fact tri-rail ridership proves there is not a need. These metro areas have trouble
 supporting it. I am not against rail transportation and actually enjoyed it when I lived in Chicago. But there are no
 safe and effective means to go east west in public transportation so north south travel will never be successful. The
 conspiracy theory I have heard is that this is all a hoax to build the rails so when the Panama Canal opens we will
 be poised to transport. I am not one to believe in conspiracy theories but since there is no sound reason for building
 this for passenger travel There might be merit. If this is a bait and switch then the people organizing this will be
 sued by the people and have to empty their pockets of their profit.

My household and community are against All Aboard Florida.

mailto:mpsullivan@yahoo.com
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From: Marie Baker
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Against All Board Florida
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 3:38:01 PM

Dear All Aboard Florida
I am vehemently opposed to your plans to run trains through my Martin County community.
It is Extremely detrimental to our lives here.
The location of the tracks through the downtown areas of Stuart, Hobe Sound, Port Salerno and Jensen Beach will
 ruin the towns. We already have extreme traffic challenges and worst of all, emergency vehicles will not be able to
 get through.
The noise, traffic back ups are already a problem today.
We are NOT willing to compromise our way of life for your profit.
Also, the marine traffic on the St Lucie River due to the railroad bridge will be virtually impassable.
It will affect jobs and ruin a thriving marine industry so vital to all of Martin County
We will vote for any politician opposed to your existing plans.

No to all aboard!

Your intentions are not honorable.

Marie Baker
Stuart, Fl
Sent from my iPad
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From: c.k.mills@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Against AllAboard Florida
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 7:28:50 PM

I am totally against this train which is being shoved down our throats. We in the Stuart
 and Palm City area will have nothing but noise and dis ruction of our lives

with traffic and disruptions. When we bought in Martin County we did not sign up for
 this cause. We will benefit 0.

I have attended a few of the meetings which were pure bullshit. I am sure someone is
 gaining from this but it is not the tax payers.

Colleen MIlls a taxpayer and VOTER. Please pay attention

Colleen Mills, Palm City FL 
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From: Teresa Oster
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: Eve Samples; Eve Samples
Subject: Against eastern tracks in stuart
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 1:56:33 PM

The disruption of the AAF plan to the Stuart area would be extreme, changing Stuart as we
 now know it. And making those living east of the tracks have a difficult time reaching i95 and
 the turnpike as well as their schools and workplaces. 
Stuart and Jensen Beach are already bottlenecked at our three bridges connecting the north and
 south. This would further disprupt the flow of traffico, creating a safety hazard and an
 economic hazard for our community. Why should we be subject to this in order to fill the
 pockets of a private company?
Also, it would be wise of your managers to build tracks as far west of our aging and
 challenged St Lucie nuclear power plant reactors as possible. 
Teresa Oster
Jensen Beach FL
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From: Maryanne Schumm
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: John.Winkle@DOT.com
Subject: against proposed train route
Date: Monday, November 17, 2014 7:47:08 AM

 
We live on Jensen Beach Blvd in Jensen Beach, less than a mile from the train tracks that go right
 through this one block town. This is one of the three main roads to Hutchinson Island where
 many people live. Jensen Beach Blvd. is a very busy road. With so many trains proposed to use
 these tracks, the traffic would be unmanageable, blocking traffic for many side roads for miles.
 We would not be able to drive out of our community.
 
So many trains going over the St. Lucie River in Stuart would back up boat and car traffic terribly.
 Jensen Beach would be ruined and so would Stuart and all the other towns north of West Palm
 Beach. Please do not have the trains use the tracks through our towns. Re-route the trains further
 west and use existing tracks away from the shore line.
 
Thank you.
 
Elizabeth Koster
Maryanne Schumm
 
902 NE Sandalwood Place
Jensen Beach, FL 34957
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From: Douglas Moore
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: Floridanotallaboard@gmail.com
Subject: Against the expansion of the Florida East Coast Rail Line
Date: Monday, October 6, 2014 9:06:35 PM

 
Douglas Moore
Port St. Lucie, Florida
dougmnj1949@yahoo.com

 I'm writing this letter to protest against the proposed commuter line and new trackage for the
 Florida East Coast rail service. It has yet to show any real need for or who might use this
 passenger service especially with so few stations. Add to that the disruption to the communities
 along the right of way in my opinion would be devastating as traffic congestion would be massive
 not to mention the disruptions to maritime traffic especially on the St Lucie river which backs up
 even now with many fewer trains. The new line will be impacting environmentally sensitive areas
 like the Savannas Preserve, Jonathan Dickinson State Park, as well as other areas. It will also
 impact the businesses along the right of way once it's expanded causing I believe economic
 hardship for those businesses both close to the right of way due to increased noise and vibrations
 as well as to the inhibiting of the free flow of traffic to those businesses.
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
I'm also curious as to why if this is such a good idea and of definite benefit to the community as a
 whole and is deemed to be such a good business idea it needs government assistance. Let those
 who wish to build it assume total liability for said debt instead of passing the liability to those
 opposed to this proposal or failing that let all those who will use it assume the liability for said
 debt not just the passenger service and especially not the public who are opposed to this.
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
I would like to add that this subject has not shown either it's necessity nor that it will be of value to
 the communities it is supposed to serve and as there is not benefit to most of the communities
 along the right of way I find it odd that anyone can declare that this proposed railroad expansion
 is of benefit to any but, a few communities if that and even there I believe you would find many
 voters are against it.
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
I suggest that this proposal be put to a vote by the communities involved rather than dictated by
 the powers that be who are showing no concern for the citizens affected by this.
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
Yours Truly,
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
Douglas and Sigita Moore
1957 SE Benedictine St.
St Lucie County Florida
Port St Lucie, Fl 34983
722-834-7168
dougmnj1949@yahoo.com
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From: Ann Pyne
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AGAINST
Date: Thursday, December 4, 2014 9:09:01 AM

I just e mailed by objection to All Aboard.  I forgot to add my name and address.  Ann Pyne, 26 Riverview Road.
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From: Joan
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Against
Date: Sunday, October 26, 2014 6:33:30 PM

Dear AAF:
According to new articles, you want to hear from residents.  Therefore, since I am unable to attend any
 meeting near my home in Fort Pierce, I wish to express my adamant opposition to the proposed All
 Aboard Railroad coming through this area.
 
My objections are the additional time it will take to go everywhere in our community.  The tracks cross at
 many places and 32 trains daily will be an inconvenience, will slow traffic and be a major headache. 
 
Each passing train requires traffic to stop when the alarm sounds, then as the train goes through, then
 while the barriers are again raised.  It adds up to 5 minutes or more each time.  32 times a day!
 
I am one-half a block from a crossing, and if I'm going North from my house it will affect me and the 900
 others who live in my community.  There are many other communities close by who will also be
 affected.  32 times a day!
 
While this will be inconvenient for pleasure purposes, it will mostly be detrimental for necessary doctor
 appointments and tests, etc.  Unfortunately, many seniors have many of these as they get older.  So our
 daily lives will be greatly affected.  32 times a day!
 
It will also affect younger, working professionals who live locally.  Especially ones who must drive all day
 - truckers, real estate people, etc.  And businesses and people who live near the tracks who will have a
 lot more noise. 32 times a day!
 
And worst of all - it will affect emergency vehicles.  EMS services and the police and firemen simply will
 not be able to get through in a timely manner!
 
So for all of the above reasons, I strongly object to this added activity through our lovely little
 community.
 
Esepcially when there is an alternative that could be employed - and that is to build tracks west of the
 downtown areas.  Many less people would be affected, the added time would be minimal, and I see no
 reason (other than cost) that this would not be considered.  Since the high speed trains are being
 introduced to increase revenues, the extra expense could simply be factored into the business
 plan offset by the extra revenues expected!
 
Please consider this objection in your calculations.  I would be at the meetings to voice it in person if I
 could.
 
Thank you.
Joan Weade
1207 S Lakes End Drive
Ft. Pierce, FL 34982
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From: Ann Pyne
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: AGAINST
Date: Thursday, December 4, 2014 8:56:09 AM

all Aboard.  I live on the inland waterway and my property value and my experience of my property will be ruined
 in perpetuity by this train. 
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From: Susan Flutie
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Against
Date: Thursday, September 25, 2014 6:41:22 PM

This idea has no purpose. It's not even worth sending the tracks west. What family is going to fly to MIA or PBI and
 take a train to House of Mickey? They will fly direct and rent a car so they can drive and tour the area. Floridians
 are not going to use this in either direction because once you get to a station our public transportation is ridicules.
 This is not NYC or Boston where they rely on public transportation. If you are so sure....put it to a vote! Also, will
 it be subsidized eventually? Can't see enough interest from most to run this idea in the black. Might as well paint
 the tracks red.

Susan

mailto:grammyflutie@bellsouth.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Chaille Tullis
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: against
Date: Friday, October 17, 2014 8:35:32 PM

Greetings~
Just a quick note stating my vote againt the "All Aboard Florida".
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From: Carolyn Weishaar
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboar33455d
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 10:47:37 AM

To Whom it May Concern:
As a homeowner in Martin County I oppose the All Aboard plan for high speed rail service
 along the railroad tracks that come through many of our coastal communities.  

Perfect question??? What would be the problem with running the All Aboard through the
 countryside where no one would be inconvenienced? 

This rail service provides nothing for the communities that it will disrupt.

Carolyn Weishaar
7940 SE Double Tree Dr
Hobe Sound FL
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From: Elaine Stull
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard 32 Trains Per Day
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 9:25:34 AM

These high speed trains going through the treasure coast of Florida must be stopped.  It will destroy
 these communities.  The value of the properties will be lowered, vibrations from these high speed trains
 will be dramatic, access to hospital emergencies will be affected.  In Vero Beach the majority of the
 population lives west of the train tracks.  The hospital is east of the tracks.  It will be a disaster waiting to
 happen if someone dies while waiting for the train to pass through.
 
We all know it is not about passengers alone.  It is about freight trains.  There are tracks west that could
 be used but All Aboard does not wish to pay to use these tracks.  Please take into consideration the
 devastation it will cause to the towns along the way.  Hopefully you will consider these good citizens.
 
Elaine C. Stull
Vero Beach, Fl 32963
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From: claubenthal1
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard America Proposal
Date: Tuesday, September 30, 2014 3:27:35 PM
Attachments: All Aboard Florida.pdf

Please click on the attachment regarding the railroad proposal impact on Vista Royale and
 Vero Beach residents.
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September 30, 2014


To Whom It May Concern:


I am writing as an eleven year resident of Vista Royale, a senior community on the south side of Vero 
Beach, Florida.  During our time in Vista, my wife and I have developed a considerable fondness for 
Vero Beach and our development.  We and our neighbors have lived with traffic on U.S. 1 and trains 
that parallel the highway.  We feel both are essential aspects of the life and economy of an area like 
Vero Beach.  Noise is a given as are traffic and crossing signal delays.  They are accepted, but what is 
being proposed by All Aboard Florida is not only of no benefit to our community but is in fact a severe 
threat to our quality of life and property values.  


It would be an atrocity to dump the number of trains per day being proposed into this and other small 
communities from a standpoint of noise, limiting access to east/west roads, and safety.  Maybe it is not 
well known, but railroad activity in and near Vero Beach occurs awfully near many residential areas 
and businesses at this time.  Many of these residents are seniors living in retirement.  To multiply the 
trains coming through here would put a real hardship on these older Americans who are not able to just 
walk away from their property and take even bigger losses than the housing crash has already caused.  
The rail proposal will turn our senior communities into slums in no time.  


It is unimaginable that the All Aboard Florida project has gotten as far as it has already.  This is a big 
money project that is being powered past the public.  It is time to move it out parallel to I-95 or stop it.  
This is so gross that it would make great material for CBS's 60 Minutes show.  They usually call public 
attention to matters of great unfairness and that is what this will be.


We implore you to do all you can to alter this plan to minimize the impact on so many people.


Craig Laubenthal


Dean Emeritus, Ohio University
62 Woodland Drive, #104
Vero Beach, Florida 32962
claubenthal1@columbus.rr.com







From: Wendy Chalupa
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Collision Course
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 4:36:53 PM

 No All Aboard,

This is completely ludicrous!  The way All Aboard has snuck behind our backs with their
 plans to put 32 high speed trains right through my backyard (Stuart, Fl) is beyond criminal.
  They are going to threaten our safe, quiet little communities with a pollution spewing, high
 speed death rocket. That rocket will resonate with blaring horns, quaking buildings and a path
 of destructive homicide that will threaten our beloved Treasure Coast hour upon hour for the
 rest of our shortened lives!  Our children will then inherit properties that are worth pennies on
 the backbreaking dollars that we purchased them with.  
This has got to be stopped before it begins!

Wendy & Karl Chalupa

Wendy Chalupa
wendywight@aol.com
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From: marie
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Comment
Date: Monday, October 6, 2014 12:47:04 PM

I own a condo across a street that backs to the railroad tracks. The train is disruptive but
 usually travels at night.  The vibration and noise of a four fold increase in traffic will impact
 my home value, not to mention my right to quiet enjoyment of my home. 
 
Please vote unacceptable for this project and obnoxious loan.
 
Marie Flaherty
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From: tjdomanski@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard comments- final day to give input
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:07:51 PM

Dear John Winkle,
 
I hope you will consider my input concerning All Aboard Florida as I write this at the
 close of the last day to comment..
 
I think it would be interesting to stage a mock run for about a month to judge the
 impact of the added train traffic. A schedule of the trains could be established and
 altho there currently are no trains with the speed, we could pretend there are trains
 by closing the gates for the proposed time and seeing the impact it has on vehicular,
 boat and emergency traffic. We could see how many light changes it will take to
 move the traffic thru before the next train gets there. Plus we could evaluate if there
 is gridlock for the ambulances and police and what impact that has on public safety.
 We could add jobs to our area by employing people to close all the gates and bridges
 at the given times, boosting the economy while we do the study.
 
Most interesting would be in Jupiter at Indiantown Road and Alt. A1A where one can
 see the bridge over the intracoastal from the west side of the tracks. A vehicle could
 hypothetically wait for the train to pass and then wait for the bridge to close plus wait
 for the traffic lights that dot Indiantown Road. That would be a true study- cars
 stopped, gas burning fumes, people being late for their jobs since we are not just a
 beach resort town where we can be a half hour late to catch the waves, we are a
 town of homeowners and renters, many of whom still need to get to work.
 
As far as the boats, being caught in the tide changes in a severe thunderstorm while
 waiting for the decades old bridge to open on the Loxahatchee River could give
 amazing insight into the future with All Aboard. Since we are known for fast moving
 lightning and thunder storms as well as raging tides thru the relatively small opening
 under the railroad bridge, this study could reveal some issues that may not already
 have been considered.
 
I know it's a done deal, we will get the trains with people and freight but it feels good
 to voice my thoughts.
 
Why these trains can't run where the cows graze is beyond me. And quaint downtown
 Stuart will probably become a ghost town. But let's get those folks up from Miami to
 Disney. At least I'll benefit one way- I have a lot of Disney stock!!
 
Sincerely,
Janice Domanski
19802 Loxahatchee Pointe Drive
Jupiter, Fl 33458
561-743-0368
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From: Peggy Connelly
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Destructive to Treasure Coast
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 11:41:23 AM

I am a resident of 430 Arbor St. in Sebastian.  At the present time when a train goes across CR 512 in
 Sebastian, we must stop all conversation until the train passes, because the noise is too loud to hear
 each other.  At the present time, I wake up at least once in the middle of the night because of the
 warning horn and train noise.  I can live with that.  But once these trains come through our back yard at
 approximately every half-hour blowing the horn, our quality of life will be destroyed.  It will be impossible
 to sleep in our own home!!!  How can a company ruin so many cities and people’s lives as you will do all
 along the entire treasure coast?  Both the hospitals in our county are east of the railroad tracks and most
 residents live west.  This will ultimately result in delays which may be critical to a person’s survival.  I just
 cannot imagine that there will be enough passengers going to and from Orlando at 1 a.m. through 6 a.m.
 to justify such a ridiculous schedule!  If you really feel the need for a passenger train to Orlando, you
 should consider building it out west with less population and where it wouldn’t destroy people’s lives like
 this will!!!  Our City of Sebastian will be divided by these constant disruptions right through the middle of
 our beautiful city.  I’m afraid that greed will win out over caring about entire towns and people’s lives. 
 Very sad!!!
Margaret Connelly
430 Arbor St.
Sebastian, FL  32958
peggy.connelly@yahoo.com
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From: Jeff Duckworth
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Draft Response.
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:32:09 AM
Attachments: AAF Railroad Letter.docx

Please find attached my personal response to The AAF Impact Report.
 
Thank you for interest in the publics view on this proposal.
 
Jef Duckworth

mailto:diligentduck@bellsouth.net
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									Jeffery A Duckworth

									1215 NW Pine Lake Drive

December 3, 2014							Stuart, FL 34994





Federal Railroad Administration

AAF Draft Comments





To whom it may concern,



I am a resident of North River Shores located west of the train trestle crossing the St. Lucie River in Stuart Florida. I am the owner of a waterfront home behind which I have my very moderate 23 foot fishing vessel on a lift. I moved to Stuart from Miami in 1998 to enjoy the waterfront living and ocean access I enjoy as a result of my residence. The proposals set forth by All Aboard Florida would diminish this lifestyle in many aspects. Below I have listed my concerns.



1) As the owner of a relatively small vessel (23’ Sea Ox outboard) my passage through the railroad bridge is only possible with the drawbridge raised. The clearance of this bridge is very low and only very small vessels are able to pass in the down position. As the train traffic stands at this time, there have been countless situations where I have had to wait upwards of 45 minutes for the bridge to open. When planning a day out fishing, a day of recreational boating or a trip to a waterfront restaurant these waits can be quite disruptive and diminish the experience. With the addition of 32 more closings per day, the ability to navigate this bridge in a timely manner will be greatly compromised. These changes would greatly impact the quality of life I now enjoy as a result of having purchased an ocean access residence for my retirement years.



2) Access for emergency vessels would also be greatly affected by the enormous increase of closings created by this proposal. Most Coast Guard, FWC, County Sheriff, Fire Boats and other local public safety vessels will be unable to navigate the bridge when in the down position due to the extremely low clearance. With these increased closures there would be an unacceptable period of time when residence on the water would be denied timely response by any one of these entities if the vessel is situated on the wrong side of the bridge when closed. With this channel being the only connection between the waters of the St Lucie River, when the bridge is closed, marine emergency response will be denied. This could very easily be a life or death scenario.



3) As a result of the changes in the amount of time the navigation through this pass would be compromised, combined with the decreased availability of marine emergency response and the overall ability to enjoy the water, the value of my property would plummet. This would be true for every homeowner and marine business located west of the bridge. There are thousands of homeowners and hundreds of businesses that will undoubtedly be affected by this “private for profit” proposal.



4) While AAF contends they own the property and have the right to expand, I would have to disagree. A century ago when these tracks were laid, they played a very important part of the development of South Florida and Florida in general. At that time there was very limited impact on the lives and properties of others. To use that argument today would be equivalent to me making the claim “that since I own my land I should be able to do whatever I wanted to with it”. Perhaps a sewage treatment plant, a junkyard or any number of things that would adversely affect my neighbor’s property values may be in order. That may be an extreme example, but not really.



5) All of the residents of Treasure Coast would experience property value and quality of life issues with this proposal, not just waterfront property owners and boaters. The tremendous increase in train traffic will greatly increase noise levels, create traffic flow issues, delay and diminish emergency service responses and could create life or death situations. The Treasure Coast is unique in its lifestyles. Very much more of a laid back, quite, relaxing lifestyle than the counties situated further south. That lifestyle is the reason families relocate here. This proposed venture has no benefits that are wanted or even needed by our residents. There will only be negative impacts on the area as a whole. Some of these impacts could destroy the dreams of many people who have made this area their home.



6) This discussion would not be complete without pointing out the huge elephant in the room. Never in the history of passenger rail service in America has there been one instance where the venture has turned a profit. Not even in the densely populated areas of the northeast corridor has there been a successful passenger rail service. What on earth would lead any intelligent human being to believe this proposal would be any different? There is just not a client base large enough to turn a profit. The real issue here is the true motives of this group of investors. With the expansion of the Panama Canal and the guarantee of significant increases in freight arriving at our southern ports, there will be an enormous profit potential for the railroad. In order to realize these profits, the railroads would have to update and add more tracks to handle the increased demand. What better way to accomplish this than to have the Federal Government supply low cost loans in the billons of dollars. Do these businessmen truly believe that we citizens are that naïve to believe this is about supplying a passenger rail service that is really needed? Rail profits have always been and will continue to be based on freight, not on passenger service.  



7) While I am not opposed to any motivated business to build a profitable company or to expand an existing system, I am adamantly opposed to them doing so at the expense of the majority of our citizens, especially under the ruse being employed here. There are many options available where the railroad can create an infrastructure to handle the increase in freight while not lowering the standard of living for the rest of us. Those options include moving the tracks west, partnering with FEC and CSX to use the tracks already in place west of our community, along with others. The profits that would be realized by this additional freight would still exist for these companies although the upfront expense would be greater and properly their responsibility, not the vast majority of our citizens and government.



I ask that as Federal Government employees, responsible to “ALL” the people of this country, that you use due diligence to review this proposal thoroughly. The negative impact this proposal will have on the citizens of the Treasure Coast would be tremendous, far out weighing any benefits. I believe the Impact Studying has many serious flaws. Having been completed by a company hired by AAF is like having a fox guarding the henhouse. It purposely avoids showing the true impacts overall on the area, while touting benefits that have no numbers to back them up. I beg of you to be thorough in your assessment and base your decisions on the good of the majority and not on the profits of a few.



Respectfully Submitted,



Jeffery A Duckworth 







From: ssdauber@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Fl - is not for us or taxpayers !
Date: Friday, September 19, 2014 5:06:35 PM

Greetings, to who can assist regarding All Aboard Fl train proposal
 
I and my family live in Palm City/Stuart and want you to know the proposed high speed train proposal 'All
 Aboard Fl' is a very bad idea for our area and for Fl taxpayers ! The tracks run along the densely
 populated east coast though congested business and residential areas, where the noise and disruption
 of traffic would be terrible - even life threatening for emergency vehicles needing to cross to the hospital !
 
The train doesn't stop anywhere in the Treasure Coast so there is no benefit whatsoever only the
 devaluation of our real estate, loss of business to our downtown and hardship on our roads and
 waterways. The quiet here of a small town is part of our quality of life - train noise carries long distances
 and proximity with fast acess to the hospital is critical for our population of many retirees and young
 families !
 
Plus the huge cost to build and execute this train - which is to be owned privately for private profits - is
 aiming to use public funds or bonds which it can default on and leave the taxpayers broke while this
 company gets it's train and profits after jugging some papers. No way should taxpayer money fund a
 private scheme!
 
And it's not just the Treasure Coast that's impacted - there's 100's & thousands of miles of people, towns
 and our sensitive ecology which will be distressed and impacted negatively !!! The constant noise,
 vibration and wildlife corridor disruptions will hurt many more people, our future and our wild heritage -
 already needing protection - not more stresses!
 
And this train is for tourists in only a few locations, not the widespread benefit of our local populations.
There are already plenty of transportation services in place to assist tourists getting to the main cities !!!
And those in-place businesses now, need the tourists for our economy's benefit - the train will deplete
 their ability to stay in business. So better to leave things as they are and let our local transportation
 services flourish, rather then crush them and ruin our landscape and quality of life in the process !
 
It's time to listen to Fl citizens and we say NO, NO, NO to 'All Aboard Fl's train and local ruin !!!
 
Do not bend to pretty corporate words and promises that want to use our taxpayer money to build their
 private empire and literally 'run over us' !!!
 
Your consideration is important, thank you for looking at the larger picture and the areas and people
 impacted as a priority.
Suzanne and Steven Dauber
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From: Dj Carroll
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: all aboard fl ATTN: Mr. John Winkle
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 9:58:15 AM

I support this project in hopes that Northern Florida will eventually be connected to
 Gainesville and the Interior...  Can't get anywhere from here except by car or plane...

mailto:porcini.ak@gmail.com
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From: Sean Casey
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: ALL Aboard Fl Comments
Date: Thursday, November 6, 2014 8:27:46 PM
Attachments: EIS+Comment+Form sc.pdf

Please see my form attached.

-- 
Sean Casey
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		Name: Sean Casey

		Address: 195 Commodore DriveJupiter FL 33477

		email: seancasey64@comcast.net

		Comments 1: Increased Traffic Congestion

		Comments 2: AAF has publicly predicted the doubling of freight by 2016, with trains to reach lengths of 11,000ft!

		Comments 3: Safety/Emergency Response - seconds matter.  Jupiter Medical Center has publicly gone on the record to state the safety & health hazards posed with the delayed time it would take for emergency vehicles to reach the hospital.

		Comments 4: Do not use our government as a conduit for funding.  This private company should obtain private financing.   AFF has applied for federal government financing, in the form of a RRIF loan, which is reportedly around $1.6 billion. 

		Comments 5:  They have also applied to issue Private Activity Bonds (PABs).  Either form of financing will negatively impact the taxpayers.

		Comments 6: 

		Comments 7: 

		Comments 8: 

		Comments 9: 

		Comments 10: 

		Comments 11: 

		Comments 12: 

		Comments 13: 

		Comments 14: 

		Comments 15: 

		Comments 16: 

		Comments 17: 







From: David C. Alsop
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: Jocelyne Alsop
Subject: All Aboard FL rail service - NO!
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 10:18:58 AM

 
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN,
 
My wife and I are against sending All Aboard FL express trains through our Towns of Jensen Beach &
 Stuart, FL. Because both towns  are split by the rail, the interruption to traffic,  high rate of noise,
 disruption to boat passage and quality of a visit to our historic towns would be downgraded.  The
 FEC Railroad owns rights to another set of tracks to the west of Stuart.  Let them upgrade those
 tracks and not ruin Our towns.
 
David & Jocelyne Alsop
764 NW Waterlily Place
Jensen Beach, FL 34957

mailto:alsop1747@comcast.net
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From: Bill C.
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard FL
Date: Saturday, September 20, 2014 9:18:37 AM

I would LOVE to see a low-consumer-cost train to /Kissimmee/Orlando from
Miami/Ft Lauderdale and WPB.   HOWEVER, it should head west from WPB and NOT
impact the communities and waterways of the eastern coastline, as it is
currently
designed.   PLEASE, IF you want this, send the trains to the west of the
coast!  Thanks!

Regards,
     William E Cooper Jr
     Jupiter FL

--
Sent from my Desktop   

mailto:wecoopers2@gmail.com
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From: Bill C.
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard FL
Date: Friday, September 26, 2014 11:10:29 AM

I am NOT opposed to AAF, but rather, I am opposed to the current ROUTE
that takes the trains along the coast, past streets, and residences,
including
railroad bridges spanning the ICW and nearby waters many or all of which
would be negatively impacted by the numerous trains, whether short-lived
or not.  A more western route must be found and or built to accommodate
these trains.  I like the idea, but not the presently defined route.

Thanks
William E Cooper
6801 Mitchell St
Jupiter FL 33458

--
Sent from my Desktop
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From: Tiscorp@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard FL
Date: Friday, September 26, 2014 4:50:51 PM

Sam Goldwyn once said (about a new movie) "How are you going to stop them from NOT coming."  I think
 that there will be very little demand for this 150 year old means of transportation.  Nobody seems to
 dispute  the need for 16 round trips a day despite the competition from auto and air.  Trains only go from
 station to station.  If you are already near a station and are going to a place near another station it might
 be just be wonderful.  But if you have to travel to a station and from another station, there are problems
 that would overcome any advantage of a high speed train compared to an automobile.
 
A family of four, without paying four fares, can leave at their own schedule, not haul luggage, and have
 their own local transportation at their destination. 
 
There is terrorist talk of bombing New York City subways where trains only go 30 miles per hour.  How
 about 120 mph passenger trains traveling over hundreds of miles of unguarded track.  A much easier
 target.
 

Robert Roth
224 Bay Colony Dr N
Juno Beach, FL 33408
561-799-5940
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The convenience of a family of four getting into a car and arriving at their destination, not paying four
 fares, not hauling luggage, and having their own local transportation
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From: Patty Gallivan
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard FL
Date: Tuesday, September 30, 2014 10:30:17 AM

 Dear Sir/Madam
 
I am a 14 year resident of Miles Grant in Stuart FL.  We live on the eastern
 shore which is turning out to be the wrong side of the tracks.  We will be enormously
 effected by adverse  repercussions of a high speed train roaring through  this area.
 
 1. The noise level will be unbearable most especially since it would be occurring 32
 times a day. As it is the freight trains are noisy but they have been running long
 before we purchased and we knew about it before purchasing. Crossings where the
 All aboard and the state have declared 'Quiet Zones are a joke..they propose no train
 horn.  How is that going to help the noise and vibration of the tracks which are
 enormous in high speed trains? All aboard says that they will reduce the vibration by
 maintaining the wheels and tracks.  Do we really think that will suffice to reduce the
 noise?
 
2.The safety factors are paramount.  We live in a senior community and rescue trucks
 are going to be delayed getting across the tracks to the hospital for about 12 minutes
 out of every hour.  This could mean life or death for somebody.
 
3.  Property values will be greatly lowered by the advent of these trains.  
 
4. Boating is a very big part of this coastal area and it seems ridiculous to assume
 that running trains over ancient bridges and delaying boat traffic 32 times a day
 would be acceptable. Marine activity is a very big part of our financial business
 here and will suffer huge negative effects.
 
Most of all This high speed train will have a very deleterious effect on our quality of
 life.
  
I beg of you to not go through with this. 
I suggest that you  move it towards the center of the state where there is no boat
 traffic and  run it parallel to  I95 and the turnpike.
 
Sincerely,
Patricia Gallivan
5333 SE Miles Grant Rd
I-206
Stuart, FL  34997
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From: Mary Ellen
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard FL
Date: Thursday, October 30, 2014 1:55:18 PM

I live in Jensen Beach FL and DO NOT WANT this planned high-speed train to
 come through the Treasure Coast. There is plenty of land west of I 95 for you
 to lay tracks and get to Orlando. Yes, it would take money and time, but it
 would also same many lives and quality of life for those of us who live near the
 tracks.
 
Mary Ellen Costa
9950 S.Ocean Dr.
Jensen Beach FL 34957
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From: JOSEPH P EMMICK
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard FL
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 11:25:49 AM

I am opposed to All Aboard FL and its expansion of high
 speed passenger trains.  This project benefits private
 corporations at the expense of taxpayers.  This project
 is detrimental to smaller communities along the FL east
 coast.  It will negatively impact the quality of life in these
 communities.  It will also have a negative impact on
 boating throughout Florida's east coast and on the
 tourism industry connected to our use of the waterways.

Denise Emmick

mailto:longboard@bellsouth.net
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From: FRANCES MULLANE
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard FL
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 9:45:06 AM

I want to put in my 2 cents about the proposed train.  I am in favor of high
 speed trains.  I have a European background and have used trains most of my
 life.  I also know true high speed is close to 200 mph and is able to make
 relatively frequent stops.. Just check out the AVE in Spain from Madrid to
 Sevilla.  A commuter train going at 180 mph! 
 
You cannot do this on old tracks as AAF plans to do.  Also the location.  Parts of
 it are in storm surge areas or close to it.  You certainly would be taking a huge
 chance riding this during a hurricane or thinking this was a smart evacuation
 route.  There is a reason the turnpike is down the center of the state.
 
A Hi speed train needs to follow I-95 and the Turnpike in the center of FL on
 NEW tracks.  Forget the fancy buildings and all of that.. just fast trains.  The
 buildings should be nice, tasteful and accommodating but that can be achieved
 with less than they are planning.  Money is going to the wrong place.  If the
 train is down the middle it will be pretty safe from the worst weather and
 would serve as a safe way to evacuate S FL in the event a major storm
 threatens.  It would be great to have the stations near exits for the turnpike or
 I-95 so it would be easy to go from train to car or taxi.  To have the present
 idea of ending at the Orlando Airport is insane.  Airports are bad enough to get
 in and out of without adding this.
 
As much as I would take a train if it was right.. this will never be right.  I have
 no interest in Orlando.  Would like to go to Miami.  But I don’t know if a family
 with kids are going to be interested in paying for multiple tickets and going to
 Orlando from Miami… exactly what is there in Miami that the kids want… and
 then wind up taking ground transportation or rent a car to get to Disney and
 the hotels.  All costing more money.  This will be a very very pricey way to get
 to Disney from Miami and probably not one anyone will do more than once. 
 
Insane is all I can say and I also say deceitful because in the end they will not
 have the revenue to pay the bonds and in the end the taxpayer is going to get
 stuck.  This deal stinks of fraud and corruption.  FL is the scam capital of the
 world.  It is definitely trying to keep the honor with this proposal.  Trains are
 great.  CA has a true high speed LA to SF.. makes sense.  Tourists Yes.. but
 also business people are taking that trip all the time and it is faster at those
 speeds than flying.  LA and SF are not kiddie destinations so for tourists or non
 business people it will be affordable because only paying for one or two
 tickets.  I have been to both places and this was a super idea.  I have had to
 Fly LA to SF and I would imagine this has to be better.. walking probably was
 better.
 
Look at Asia and Europe and see their trains and understand why this is a joke. 
 An insult on American intelligence.  I would use Amtrak except you cannot get
 anywhere but certain dedicated routes…  This AAF should be the start of a
 nationwide hi speed train network and remove congestion from airports.  I
 should be able to take a train to ATL and switch to a direct train to the west
 coast. Maybe 3 routes N S and center with stops at major places…  It would be
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 great but until Americans understand how to use trains they are doomed to be
 like Amtrak… you can’t get there from here.  If you check out the Interstate
 highway network you would then know how trains should be routed and it is
 about time.
 
Thanks for listening.
 
Frances



From: Sandra Raynor
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard FL
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 12:53:02 PM

This is to advise you that we are vehemently opposed to having the train come through Martin
 County as currently planned.  Our opposition is primarily because of its negative impact on
 our quality of life.  This impact includes, but is not limited to:
    1) the negative impact on our residents by blocking access to Martin Memorial Hospital and
 the majority of our physician offices
    2) the negative impact on our access to local stores and businesses – 32 trains a day!!
    3) the negative impact during emergencies such as hurricane evacuation routes
    4) the negative impact on our traffic
    5) the higher risk to residents caused by high-speed trains in an already congested area
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From: EDWARD KLIMA
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com; AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Fl.
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 11:58:09 AM

Many problems with DRAFT EIS,NEED A NEW AND REVISED
 STATEMENT,SEE THE FOLLOWING:

TYPE OF IMPACTS

1. The boating industry will be devastated,the cities new marina west of the bridge will be useless as
 large boats will not be able to go seaward. All the marinas west of the bridge will also be
 impacted.

2. The city of Stuart downtown area will be shut down due to lack of traffic into town, most if not all
 the businesses will be closed. Stuart may be a ghost town. The same can be said for Jensen Beach
 downtown area.

3. Access will be limited to medical facilities such as Martin Memorial Hospital ,clinics and other
 medical facilities. Emergency treatment and doctors and other medical staff will not be able to
 treat patients in need of urgent care. This could lead to many deaths because of lack of quick
 transit to these facilities.

4. The cites of Stuart,Jensen Beach and many more will be divided into East West communities and
 will severely limit access.

5. Traffic jams and major backups on all rail crossing will be continual and cause frustration by
 drivers of cars,busses,school busses and trucks.

6. Real Estate impacts will be real and costly. Many are now talking about moving out of the area
 because of AAF.

Edward Klima Ph.D.
501 SE Krueger Pky
Stuart,Fl 34996
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From: snewcomm@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All aboard fl
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 7:16:08 AM

Please deny funding and permits for this project it will be devastating for
Stuart and Martin County
The project is not for passengers trains but Cargo from Panama
Thank you
Sally Newcomm
3412 SE Putnam Ct
Stuart Fl 34997
Come see what they are planning
Let them move the tracks out of town to the west
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From: debra greenberg
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Fl
Date: Wednesday, October 29, 2014 10:54:47 AM

I am against All Aboard Florida. It is a hoax for freight which can easily go on CSX tracks and
 not destroy neighborhoods. This will result in public and private nuisance claims.
Debra Greenberg
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From: David and Sharon Redmond
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard FL
Date: Saturday, November 1, 2014 6:23:27 AM

The planned route for aaf defies common sense. The route will kill the small towns going up the coast. If
 aaf is a good business development idea, another route must be found, otherwise, aaf will do more harm
 to business and the quality of peoples lives than good.
 
David and Sharon Redmond
Vero Beach, FL
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From: Lorna
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: all aboard FL
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 4:37:06 PM

Hi,
 
I reside in Vero Beach FL in Indian River County. 
 
Please reconsider allowing the current plans for All Aboard Florida.  There is a real concern for
 safety.  Many residents live and work on the west side of the tracks, and Indian River Medical Center
 is on the East side.  Today, a train was stalled on the tracks, blocking the way of any traffic.  If there
 was an emergency, vehicles could not get through.  This happening 32 times per day, plus the
 freight trains that travel through each day can cause a worsening condition or even death.  Also,
 trains traveling at a high speed will impact anyone who lives close to the tracks with the vibrations
 and noise, even if the whistles don’t blow. 
 
There are already tracks on the west side of RT95.  Why can’t this be put there.  Although it would
 still impact some people, the majority of the people would not be impacted.
 
Progress is wonderful and a high speed train would be very welcomed if there were a benefit to all
 who live along the route, not to just a few major cities.  There is a very heavy population that lives
 on the East side of RT95 in Indian River, St. Lucie and Brevard counties.  Their needs should be a big
 part of this consideration.
 
Thank you.
 
Sincerely,
Lorna Thibeault
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From: John Brennan
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: ALL Aboard FL
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 4:05:46 PM

December 3, 2014
To Federal Railroad Administration,   AAF_comments@vhb.com
RE All Aboard Florida

High Speed ground transportation is desirable for many reasons: 
Saves time. "Time is money”
Encourages high density, high rise, housing and business at stations where you will get free 
vertical transportation in elevators, neighborhoods  where you can accomplish much by 
walking, and thus lower diabetes and heart condition.
Opens up new areas for development.
Rail transport is more economical in passenger-miles per gallon of fuel and reduces air 
pollution particularly at 30,000 feet.
Problems:
90 year old bridges over rivers that will open 32 times more per day will need lots of 
maintenance
Synchronizing bridges and railroad crossing with the train will be very difficult:
   Note: Orlando’s new commuter rail where autos get hit because they stop on railroad tracks 
and that requires schedule changes all along the  route.
Note: Some bridge openings have to be made off-schedule when large barges need an opening
 because of currents, wind and momentum.
Fixed path ground systems need frequent service so they are convenient for possible 
customers.  Note:  Germany’s system that is very accurate in  arrival and departure times and 
has a cluster of commercial and residential buildings  around each station

Some Solutions:   
1a Run light rail for passengers along the present railroad right-away on towers that carry the 
passenger train over road intersections and over the 3 rivers that might need 65 foot clearance 
for sailboats. Rail above street level will give passengers a better view as they travel along the 
Miami, Orlando corridor. 

1b Limit train to a single light-rail car, so support towers need not be very robust.  When 
passenger volume is high, run more one-car-trains/ hr.  Note: Disney World.  Each car can 
have a conductor for security, who can double as driver if the driverless system needs help.

1c With slow downs eliminated by above ground light rail, stations could be added in Jupiter, 
Stewart, Vero Beach, Melbourne, Titusville so that more people/locations can benefit and still 
maintain rapid service.

2 Route heavy rail in through the center of the state where Amtrak goes and do away with the 
railroad bridges in Jupiter and Stewart.   The right away and tracks already exist and you 
would have to broker agreements between the 2 railroads involved as well as the citizenry 
inland. Just run High Speed rail inland from West Palm Beach to Orlando.  Get All Aboard 
Florida Corp the air rights above each Amtrak Station so they can make some money 
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developing the land rights.  There is a commuter rail line already from Miami to West Palm 
Beach. 

I along with Teddy Roosevelt think that unfettered Free-market of goods, money and labor 
often leeds to greed, corruption and a reduces the common-good.  I think that regulation and 
oversight is necessary and enhances the common-good while maintaining constructive 
destruction.

Not only have I lived in Orlando for decades beginning before Disney, I know of the 
inconvenience of non-fixed bridges. I now govern my driving habits by the raising and 
lowering the Parker Bridge on Route 1 in North Palm beach and the PGA bridge which are 
over the Intercostal Water Way.  These 2 bridges open every half hour, and are a mile apart. 
My condo window  looks out on the boat traffic half way between these 2 bridges.  I live on 
the east side of the ICW and the nearest fixed bridge is 6 miles away by road.  The Mall, the 
library, the hospital, the polling station, my doctors are all west across the bridges. 

Also for a few years I enjoyed cruising in an old 42 foot boat with a 25 foot air-draft and had 
to wait for the railroad bridges in Stewart and Jupiter.  Even in good weather the current and 
winds required concentration and skill to maintain position while waiting the narrow bridges 
to open and allow one way boat traffic.  I have also been under the railroad bridge on the New 
River on a small boat.  All three of these bridges then looked like they wouldn’t last much 
longer.  

Please be thoughtful in your deliberations, and watch out for the phraseology of silver tongue 
lawyers, hired by those who will become wealthy because of what you decide.  Watch out for 
the common good.   Your so-called open meetings, where discussions could not be held, 
probably has reduced good input and avoided public education on the subject.

Sincerely
J J Brennan, 364 Golfview Rd, #101, NPB, 33408,  407 492 4055



From: Norman Wain
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Fl0rida
Date: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 9:45:45 PM

This proposal has the potential to change the lifestyle and safety of every citizen of
 Palm Beach County. For instance, the crossing of the tracks at Donald Ross Road
 and Tony Penna road will create traffic jams and impede the travel of EMS
 vehicles trying to get to Jupiter Medical Center. One solution: Maybe the tracks
 can go overhead or underground at vital intersections. I know this adds to the cost,
 but it could save lives---Norman Wain
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From: Fred Ebner
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Fla - Fort Pierce - Stuart
Date: Monday, September 29, 2014 12:42:34 PM

 I grew up in Fort Pierce from 1944 to 1961, and lived in Stuart from 1999 to 2010. So I have a
 good idea what chaos a train passing thru can cause They talk about the trains passing thru so
 fast that the barriers won’t be closed that long.  There has to be a warning time before closing
 and they won’t open immediately when train is gone. Any delay by train passing thru a
 crossing causes major backups and traffic snarls that can back up on US1 in both towns. The
 Fort Pierce, Boston Street overpass was put in Fort Pierce due to the excessive RxR traffic
 cutting the town in half, but today many people use Orange Ave and Seaway Drive (AIA S) and
 Traffic backs up on US1 whenever a train passes thru.  In Stuart traffic on SW Joan Jefferson
 Way backs up onto US1 when a train passes.  

 A second thought is the time it takes to open and close railroad bridge, if it’s possible to open
 bridge in 15 min then do the math 15min X 2 (open&close) = 30min x 32 crossing a day= 960
 min / 60= 16  hours min, bridge closed. How soon before a high speed train arrives should it
 be lowered, that should add some time to the time closed?  And then you need to add time
 closed for a freight train or two for each day? 

I have always thought there should be a Train/ Monorail over the center of Turnpike.

Fred Ebner – 772 466 0042 - fle42@yahoo.com
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From: Emilie Hinman
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard FLA high speed rail
Date: Thursday, September 25, 2014 8:20:24 PM

Please DO NOT, DO NOT, DO NOT, 
ALLOW THE AAF high speed rail 
project to destroy the beauty and serenity 
of Vero Beach Florida…..  We do not 
need any high speed rail in or near Vero 
Beach or Indian River County.

thank you, Emilie Hinman   323 Silver Moss Drive, Vero Beach, FL  32963
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From: kmpr414
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Fla. Please don"t allow
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 8:40:09 AM

I an a resident of Jensen Beach Florida and I do not agree with the currant plan at all. My
 biggest fear is for the bridge over the st lucie river in Stuart will be closed for to long
thank you. 
Kimberly Reed
2551 NE Pinecrest Lakes Blvd
Jensen Beach , Florida 

Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone
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From: roland.debiase@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All aboard Fla.
Date: Sunday, November 9, 2014 2:47:01 PM

pLEASE STOP THE TRAINS. Downtown Stuart is the only

downtown we have. Every month there is another occasion. Halloween brought out hundreds of children. Now there
 is Pineapple Festival. Cars, traffic ,children.,parents, strollers. We have Art Shows, Music shows,. this willstop. We
 went to 2 of your meetings. They were a farce and a scam. We might have just as well stayed home and wrote
 another letter. Which I dont think it matters either. You have the money and you are sticking this project down our
 throats, even though we dont want it. You will be changing the quality of our lives and our chidrens lives and our
 grandchildren lives ( I am 77 yeats old).I take all my Grandchildren to the events.At the meetings we thought our
 voices would be heard. We came away angry,disillusioned. It is very fustrating to our generation,raised on mass
 protest as a way of getting social change. All you see is dollar signs before your eyes. Erase the dollar signs and see
 people asking for you not to do this.Read our letters that come from the heart and not from the pocket book, as
 yours do.Being ignored by big government or big business is the worst possible response to passionate
 protesters.Josephine DeBiase Pt. St. Lucie, Fl.

wsPLEASE STOP
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From: autosportsg
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Fla... NOT!!! attention John Winkle
Date: Thursday, December 4, 2014 10:09:22 AM

Not all aboard Fla
Dear Sir/Ma'am-
As a Martin County resident since 1974, small business owner, homeowner, and a registered
 voter (an Independent, strongly favoring the Republicans...), I must express my strong
 objection to the proposed “All Aboard Fla” program, some of the reasons being-
-Much added congestion on the roadways at RR crossings, due to the obvious.
-Impedance of water traffic, as above.
-Noise, affecting businesses and residences in close proximity to the tracks.
-Danger from high-speed trains, again obvious.
-Loss of business due to limited ability to travel east/west.
-Lowered property values, due to added noise and traffic through certain residential areas.
-Increased local travel times.
-Increased traffic on secondary roadways, not designed for through traffic, as local residents
 adjust their routes to avoid getting stopped at RR crossings
-Added response times of EMS, Fire, and Police, both Stuart & the County.

I live here because I like living here, and I have lived & worked within 300 yards of the FEC
 tracks for 40 years. I can attest to the fact that the present rail system is at the limit with
 freight traffic as it is, and the additional proposed high-speed passenger system has no
 business being used on a rail line that was set up over 100 years ago, especially when it runs
 directly through major Florida Cities which were nothing but pioneer towns at the time.
This proposed route is a complete negative in every respect for those that live, work, and
 vacation here, and does absolutely nothing to improve the local economy or quality of life.
 The motivation for the project is $$$ for private corporations/individuals, the essence of
 capitalism, which I support, but it shouldn't be at our expense.
Respectfully,
Glen Efinger
Stuart, Fla.
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From: roland.debiase@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All aboard Fla.
Date: Monday, October 20, 2014 9:31:05 AM

Stop the trains, it will change the quality of our lives, just for them to make more money. We all know they are not
 going thru this expense not just to make 2 RR stops. They are going to make millions on  freight. Do you even have
 a clue that the RR goes thru an entertainment area. Hundreds of people and children walking across he tracks , cars
 crossing the tracks especially when there is a special function going on. A play at the Lyric theatre, the Pineapple
 Festival, a Art Show or Music by the river,. a music festival, I can go on and on. You will be changing our lifestyle
 and our enviornment.The train goes right thru the downtown area. This is called Confusion corner, can you imagine
 the confusion with more trains and freight trains. As it is when a freight goes thru there is a bottleneck because it is
 15 cars or more.People have patience because it is only one freight train a day. This speed train and freights do not
 belong thru a city it belongs where there are less people and cars. Do you know that the train tracks are in the
 backyards of the people that live on Indian River Dr. The extra noise, the vibration their sanity, the air pollution.
 The last insult is that to subsidize a private project with our tax dollars when we don't want it. Did I mention the
 trains pass along So Ocean Blvd. The Martin Memorial Hosp. is right down the block.What is going to happen
 when ambulances have to get to the hospital? This RR has not been thought out, all they see is dollar signs before
 their eyes.  Please listen to us and stop the All Aboard RR.Josephine and Roland DEBiase, 1672 se Portillo Rd., Pt
 St Locie, Fl 34952
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From: Edward L Peabody
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Floria
Date: Sunday, November 9, 2014 5:36:59 PM

As a resident of St Lucie County and Port St Lucie, I find it unconscionable that a project as
disruptive as this is basically rubberstamped simply because you have enough money to
just walk over the desires of the people affected.

It is bad enough that you will disrupt boating and vehicle traffic along the Treasure Coast
but that safety and noise concerns appear to be unimportant in your plans. You are not 
even respectful enough to place a station in this area which might at least bring some 
economic benefit.

It appears your dog and pony show is just to appease and not really absorb and change your
plans in any way.

If it is unclear, I am raising in the strongest way possible, my objections to the concept of
All Aboard Florida without further study, consideration and modification of said plans.

Sincerely,
Edward L Peabody
1711 SW Jamesport Dr
Port St Lucie, FL 34953

_______________________________________________________________
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From: Craig Cochran
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florid
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 12:13:02 PM

 
To Whom It May Concern:
 
A ten year resident of the Treasure Coast, I have watched as All Aboard Florida has progressed
 to this point and frankly, with the possible exception of "Obamacare", I have never seen a
 bigger "railroading" job since I was a young adult over 45 years ago.  It seems clear to me that
 the concerns of the people who do not want the railroad and increased rail traffic running
 through the Treasure Coast are viewed as an irrelevant obstacle by the pro-AAF interests in
 both the political and business sectors.  
 
In any endeavor such as this involving the communities and people of any geographic area of
 our nation, the rights and well-being of the people should be the first, not the last
 consideration of those who are promoting a position.  It seems very clear that the AAF people
 have decided to run the railroad through the communities of the Treasure Coast with little or
 no regard for the interests of the people who reside there.  Money is the issue and they have
 concluded that they, not the people, will determine what is in the best interest of the State of
 Florida (despite the fact that the residents and businesses of the Treasure Coast will gain
 nothing) and that they will utilize any strategy or tactic necessary to achieve approval. 
 Perhaps the most disheartening element of all of this is that most Treasure Coast dwellers
 would be happy to accept the plan if the pathway of AAF was further West, thereby avoiding
 most of the problems the people are concerned about.  That way, the damage to the people
 who have resided here would be avoided and the people who move into the relatively
 "uninhabited" west of here would have a chance to factor the railroad into their deliberations
 before they made a decision to move here.
 
Instead of developing an acceptable compromise however, the promoters of AAF have
 stonewalled, manipulated the truth and have show a level of obnoxious disregard for the
 people that is almost beyond belief.  Virtually everyone I know of wants AAF in its present
 form blocked.  Even the politicians have taken notice and, for the most part, indicated they
 feel the same way.
 
Although the technical requirements of his process may have been followed, it is clear that the
 powers who will benefit financially are skilled at manipulating the process in a way that defies
 the interests of the people.  This is why there is so much mistrust of government and those
 who promote programs such as All Aboard Florida.  It's time for them to work with the people
 - not against them.
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Sincerely,
 
Craig Cochran
 
Port Saint Lucie, Florida
 
 



From: Frank Hayden
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida EIS issues CG number USCG-2014-0937.
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 1:58:39 PM
Attachments: 4.1.3-C Navigation Discipline Report.pdf

I am a home owner living on the ST Lucie river directly impacted by this proposed train. The EIS
 impacts on the St Lucie River bridge and navigation are very misleading and show low to no impact
 with these new trains. This is totally wrong as any reasonable person would know. The focus was
 strictly on the closing times; the report conclusion of the trains having no or low impact is untrue .It
 will now happen 42 times a day versus 10, with a cycle time of 17 minutes means bridge is closed 12
 hours a day; majority is daytime. The AMEC engineers only focused on actual time to close then
 reopen but not he critical total down time. While I know it there are “commitments” to repair; the
 condition of the lifting mechanism is horrible; breaks every several weeks and without a major
 repair project it will break much more often.
I know your group are subject matter experts but I cannot conceive of these trains reaching 76  MPH
 through Stuart with the turns and crossing they have to make; this speed is justifying the short close
 and open times. I think it is wrong and the cycle times will be far longer; bridge will be closed longer
 per day.
I am concerned not just with recreation but the safety of people on the water past the bridge; the
 Coast Guard; Florida Wildlife Commission and Martin County sheriff marine division have to access
 through the bridges for safety; rescue and law enforcement on the ST Lucie and Okeechobee
 waterway. The study totally understated the need for commercial and other traffic to be able to
 proceed to or from the Lake and cross Florida.
My request is a standard time every hour where the bridge is open; same as required at busy
 waterway  crossings; if we can rely on a certain time we will have to adjust; I am generally all for
 progress but for everyone’s interest there has to me much work done on the bridge workings and
 established times opening’s/ closings.
 
Frank E. Hayden
Hayden Professional Services, Inc
7873 SW Ellipse Way
Stuart, FL 34997
772 781 1502-Off
772 781 1512-Fax
772 485-5990-Cell
CGC 1512288
 

mailto:FHayden@haydenpro.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
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Executive Summary 


All Aboard Florida-Operations, LLC (AAF) has prepared this Navigation Discipline Report to evaluate 
the effect of its proposed passenger rail service on maritime traffic and the marine industry at three 
operable bridges located within the existing freight rail corridor operated by Florida East Coast 
Railway, LLC (FECR) in south Florida (corridor).  This Navigation Discipline Report provides details 
of the proposed project, current and proposed freight and passenger rail service within the corridor, 
the location and operation of three operable bridges, and a summary of findings.  


ES.1 Project Description 


The proposed AAF project (Proposed Action), will consist of a 235-mile intercity passenger rail 
service connecting Miami and Orlando International Airport (MCO). It will include the following two 
connected corridors and a new Vehicle Maintenance Facility (VMF): 


 A Miami-to-Cocoa corridor (North-South Corridor) that includes approximately 195 miles of rail 
improvements between Miami and Cocoa, Florida, within an existing, active freight rail right-of-
way (ROW). 


 An east-west corridor (East-West Corridor) of approximately 40 miles from Cocoa to Orlando, 
generally parallel to the existing State Road 528 (SR 528 or Beachline Expressway), which 
would extend the service to MCO).  The new VMF is proposed at MCO.    


This Navigation Discipline Report focuses on three operable bridges located within the existing 
FECR Corridor, between Miami and West Palm Beach. These include the New River Bridge in 
Broward County, the Loxahatchee River Bridge in Palm Beach County, and the St. Lucie River 
Bridge in Martin and St. Lucie Counties. These locations were selected for evaluation because they 
are located over navigable waters, and their operations (opening and closing) affect maritime traffic.  


ES.2 Navigation Study Purpose and Methodology 


The purpose of this study is to provide navigational information for consideration by the United 
States Coast Guard (USCG) to allow informed decision-making on the Proposed Action.


1
 This 


evaluation considers the potential for environmental, economic and navigational effects associated 
with the Proposed Action. More specifically, this study estimates the extent to which the projected 
changes in bridge closure frequency and duration due to the Proposed Action might affect 
commercial and recreational vessels traversing FECR’s moveable bridges at the New River, 
Loxahatchee River, and the St. Lucie River. 


This study considers data presented in previous traffic studies performed by others, and includes 
detailed analyses and simulation modeling results based on current and future freight train 
operations, proposed passenger rail and recent boat traffic surveys. These studies and analyses 
include: 


 Literature reviews of vessel traffic studies conducted at each bridge; 


 Summaries of 2014 vessel traffic surveys gathered through video assessments; 


 Summaries of bridge closure data; 


 A detailed analysis of the existing vessel traffic and bridge schedules; 


 A detailed analysis of the marine industry at each bridge; 


 Socioeconomic analyses; and 


 Results from a discrete-event simulation model of vessel traffic.  


These data were used to complete an analysis comparing the No-Build Alternative (as defined in 
Table ES-1 below) to the Proposed Action. The No-Build Alternative evaluated as part of this 
analysis involves no changes to the rail infrastructure within the FECR Corridor beyond those that 


                                                   
1
 United States Coast Guard (USCG) Bridge Program. Reasonable Needs of Navigation: White Paper. Version 1.1, 


October 5, 2012 
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are currently planned and funded, no new rail line construction within the East-West Corridor, and 
considers expected growth of freight traffic. 


ES.3 Description of Proposed Action and Effects Determinations at Each Operable Bridge 


The effect determination for each bridge was assessed considering the potential to impact identified 
navigational needs, as per USCG guidance (Section 2.6.1), of the No-Build Alternative, the 
Proposed Action and the Combined Effect (defined as the Proposed Action combined with freight 
traffic that is projected to exist within the FECR Corridor in 2016). A summary of the descriptions for 
the No-Build Alternative and Proposed Action for each bridge is described in Table ES-1.  
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Table ES-1. Description of No-Build Alternative and Proposed Action 


Actions 
Considered 


Bridge Description 


No-Build 
Alternative 


Same for all bridges 


- No changes to the rail infrastructure will occur within the FECR 
Corridor beyond those that are currently planned and funded, and 
no new rail construction within the East-West Corridor. 


- Daily operation frequency at the three bridges includes a 
projected increase to 20 freight trains by 2016 with a 3% growth 
per year thereafter in operations. 


Proposed Action 


New River  
Bridge 


- Will include rail infrastructure work, which will not change the 
vertical clearance or footprint of the bridge that accommodates 
two tracks over the entire span.  


- Daily operation frequency includes 32 passenger trains per day. 


Loxahatchee River 
Bridge 


- Will include rail infrastructure work which will not change the 
vertical clearance or footprint of the bridge to restore the double-
tracks over the entire span of the bridge. 


- Daily operation frequency includes 32 passenger trains per day. 


St. Lucie River 
Bridge 


- Will include rail infrastructure work, which will not change the 
vertical clearance or footprint of the bridge that currently 
accommodates a single track over the entire span. 


- Daily operation frequency includes 32 passenger trains per day. 


 


The criteria defined for the effects determination on meeting reasonable needs of navigation for the 
No-Build Alternative, the Proposed Action, and the Combined Effect are summarized in Table ES-2. 
As the study shows, there are no major or enhanced impacts and those few moderate impacts will 
become minor or minimal or will be eliminated altogether with readily achievable mitigation. 
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Table ES-2. Description of Impacts to Navigation for Effect Determinations During Peak Hours for Vessel 
Traffic 


Impact 


Description of Impact to Navigation 


Vessel Passage 


Queue Length and 
Probability 


Extended Closure 
Times Economic Impact 


No Impact Alternative results in no 
change in vessel that 
experience a wait 
during peak traffic hours  


Alternative results in 
no change in vessel 
queue length during 
peak traffic hours  


Alternative results in no 
increase in bridge 
closure times during 
peak traffic hours  


Alternative results in no 
economic impact to 
marine industry as a 
result of longer wait 
times during peak 
vessel traffic hours  


Minimal Alternative results in 
slight changes not 
expected to be 
measureable in % of 
vessels that experience 
a wait during peak 
traffic hours  


Alternative results in 
slight changes not 
expected to be 
measureable in vessel 
queue length during 
peak traffic hours  


Alternative results in 
slight changes not 
expected to be 
measureable for bridge 
closure times during 
peak traffic hours  


Alternative results in 
slight changes (< 0.1% 
change) not expected 
to be measureable to 
marine industry as a 
result of longer wait 
times during peak 
vessel traffic hours  


Minor Alternative results in 
<25% of vessels that 
experience a wait 
during peak traffic hours  


Alternative results in 
an increase in vessel 
queue lengths >10 
with a probability 
<2.5% during peak 
traffic hours  


Alternative results in 
single bridge closure 
times that are < 30 
minutes long during 
peak traffic hours  


Alternative results in a 
> 0.1% but < 1% 
increase in the cost of 
waiting compared to the 
marine industry value 


Moderate Alternative results in 
>25% but <40% of 
vessels that experience 
a wait during peak 
traffic hours  


Alternative results in 
an increase in vessel 
queue lengths >10 
with a probability 
>2.5% but <5% during 
peak traffic hours  


Probability that 
Alternative will results in 
single bridge closure 
times that are ≥30 and 
≤45 minutes long during 
peak traffic is less than 
1% 


Alternative results in a 
> 1% but < 5% increase 
in the cost of waiting 
compared to the marine 
industry value 


Major Alternative results in 
>40% of vessels that 
experience a wait 
during peak traffic hours  


Alternative results in 
an increase in vessel 
queue lengths >10 
with a probability >5% 
peak traffic hours  


Probability that 
Alternative will results in 
single bridge closure 
times that are ≥30 and 
≤45 minutes long during 
peak traffic is more than 
1% 


Alternative results in a 
> 5% increase in the 
cost of waiting 
compared to the marine 
industry value 


Enhanced Alternative results in a 
decrease in number of 
vessels that wait during 
peak traffic hours  


Alternative results in a 
decrease in queue 
lengths during peak 
traffic hours  


Alternative results in a 
decrease in bridge 
closures times during 
peak traffic hours  


Alternative results in a 
decrease in cost of 
waiting as a result of 
longer wait times during 
peak vessel traffic 
hours  


 


In order to establish the effects determinations based on the criteria above, measurable and 
predictable operational parameters were utilized to analyze potential impacts to navigational needs 
and the local marine industry.  The operational parameters include: 


 Vessel Passage:  This criterion allows for a comparison of the overall number of vessels that will 
be delayed when traversing each bridge location under each operating scenario.  Lower 
percentages for this parameter would result in less impact.  


 Queue Length and Probability: This parameter is based on the probability that a queue length of 
10 boats or greater will occur during a bridge closure.  A lower probability of occurrence is 
considered to have less effect.   


 Extended Closure Times: This parameter considers the length of individual closure times for 
each bridge location during peak traffic hours.  Individual closure durations (as compared to total 
daily closure times) are useful for determining vessel wait times and queue lengths.    
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 Economic Impact: The aforementioned criteria, along with economic data specific to the marine 
industry and local jurisdiction, are used to estimate economic impacts to the marine industry due 
to changes in vessel wait times.  This estimate includes potential impacts to boaters, the marine 
industry (such as marinas) and non-marine industry businesses (such as local stores). 


It should be noted that these criteria were evaluated utilizing data from periods of peak vessel traffic 
estimates to provide a conservative evaluation.  Key findings of the navigational study are 
summarized below.    


ES.4 Key Findings 


Results from vessel simulation and economic models performed for the three operable bridges 
allowed for identification of economic and navigational effects of projected increases in freight 
operations and the addition of passenger rail operations. Table ES-3 summarizes key findings prior 
to mitigation for peak vessel traffic periods.  During these periods, more vessels will be required to 
wait at each bridge location.  However, average wait times are reduced at all three bridge locations.  
The effect on costs to the marine industry will minimally decrease at the New River and Loxahatchee 
River Bridges and minimally increase at the St. Lucie Bridge.    


In addition, the likelihood of a 30+ minute bridge closure at any of the three operable bridges is 
unlikely, with less than 1% probability of such a closure occurring. 


Furthermore, there is a 90% probability that a single vessel will not have a wait time of greater than 
12.2 minutes at the New River Bridge, 9.8 minutes at the Loxahatchee River Bridge, and 17.6 
minutes at the St. Lucie River Bridge. 


Table ES-3. Summary of Key Findings for the Combined Effect (Freight plus Passenger Rail) Prior to 
Mitigation. A Decrease in Change from the No-build indicates the Combined Effect has a 
Positive Effect on the Criteria Listed.  An Increase in Change from the No-Build indicates the 
Combined Effect has a Negative Effect on the Criteria Listed. 


New River Bridge 


 
Combined Effect* 


Freight+Passenger 
Change from  


No-Build 


Average Wait for Vessels Waiting (minutes) 6.3 Decrease 1.6 


Most Likely Vessel Wait Time; >90% Probability of 
Occurring (minutes) 


12.2 Decrease 4.2 


Estimated Cost to Marine Industry as Percentage of 
Industry (percent) 


0.0029 
Decrease 


0.0094 


Loxahatchee River Bridge 


 
Combined Effect* 


Freight+Passenger 
Change from  


No-Build 


Average Wait for Vessels Waiting (minutes) 5.7 Decrease 3.7 


Most Likely Vessel Wait Time; >90% Probability of 
Occurring (minutes) 


9.8 Decrease 6.9 


Estimated Cost to Marine Industry as Percentage of 
Industry (percent) 


0.0156 
Decrease 


0.0032 


St. Lucie River Bridge 


 
Combined Effect* 


Freight+Passenger 
Change from  


No-Build 


Average Wait for Vessels Waiting (minutes) 8.1 Decrease 1.8 


Most Likely Vessel Wait Time; >90% Probability of 
Occurring (minutes) 


17.6 Decrease 0.7 


Estimated Cost to Marine Industry as Percentage of 
Industry (percent) 


0.0167 Increase 0.007 


* Effect determination prior to mitigation measures 


The findings of this study indicate that the Proposed Action does not have a major socioeconomic, 
navigational or maritime delay impact on any of the three operable bridges based on the areas of 
required evaluation by the USCG.  Furthermore, the application of proposed mitigation measures 
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would enable any identified impacts to be reduced to a level equal or better than the No-Build 
Alternative conditions.   


The following section describes mitigation options being considered by AAF to further reduce 
impacts to navigation at each bridge location.   


ES.5 Mitigation 


Overall, impacts from the No-Build and Proposed Action range from minimal to moderate. The level 
of impacts associated with the Proposed Action can be reduced or eliminated through mitigation 
options. With the use of appropriate mitigation alternatives, the effects of the Proposed Action can 
be reduced to those expected for the No-Build (minimal to minor impacts), and for select effects 
criteria, it could be reduced to conditions better than those expected for the No-Build.  


Mitigation options being considered by AAF to improve operations at the New River Bridge, 
Loxahatchee River Bridge, and St. Lucie River Bridge include: 


 Addition of a tender at the New River Bridge to allow better communication with commercial 
vessels. 


 Develop a schedule for the down times of the bridge for passenger rail service.   


 Provide public access to the bridge closure schedules in an internet-accessible format.  
Schedules for each bridge may be posted on the AAF website and/or the USCG website. This 
will allow the boating community to plan their trips to avoid wait times and related costs 
associated with the Proposed Action. 


 Implement a notification sign/signal/horn at each bridge location with count downs to indicate the 
times at which the bridge will begin to close and open. 


 Develop formal contact with first responders and emergency personnel. 


 Develop coordination plans between AAF and local authorities during peak vessel travel times 
on holidays and major public events. 


 Develop coordination plans between AAF and the USCG to promote communication with the 
commercial and recreational boating communities. 


The results of the mitigation measures being considered are summarized in Table ES-4. 
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Table ES-4. Effect of Proposed Action to Navigational Needs at New River, Loxahatchee River and 
St. Lucie River After Mitigation 


Effect Determination Criteria
 a


 


 
New River 


after Mitigation 


Loxahatchee 
River after 
Mitigation 


St. Lucie River 
after Mitigation 


Obstruction of passage 
% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


Minor Minimal Minor 


Most navigationally limiting structure 
% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


Minor Minimal Minor 


Impacts to jobs, economic growth and development 
Economic Impacts 


No Impact  No Impact No Impact 


Economic impacts to existing or planned 
commercial/industrial developments 


Economic Impacts 
No Impact No Impact No Impact 


Impacts to unique or critical infrastructure No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) 


Impacts to USACE transit ability 
% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


Minor Minimal Minor 


Impacts to USCG transit ability 
% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


Minor Minimal Minor 


Impacts to existing and future cruise ship ports-of-
call/terminals 


No impact No impact No impact 


Impacts to commercial freighters No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) 


Impacts to ports supporting post-panamax vessels No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) 


Impacts to vessels that produce unique products for the 
region 


No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) 


Impacts to vessels that require tug boats 
% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


No impact No impact No impact 


Impacts to proposed commercial vessels as a result of 
proposed development 


Minimal Minimal Minimal 


Ability of vessels to adjust operations without significant 
economic loss in order to transit the Proposed Action 


No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) 


Availability of alternative routes for vessel passage No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) 


Ability of vessels to transit at typical lower water stages No Impact No Impact No Impact 


Note: 
a 
Effect determination for factors to be considered by the USCG was determined based on the identified criteria in italics of 
either % of vessels that wait, queue length, economic impacts and extended bridge closures or a combination of these 
criteria.  


The overall effect determination reflects the highest impact of the combined impact determination criteria of each 
category. 


As presented in the table above, and detailed in the following Navigational Study, there are no major 
impacts to the marine industry and/or to vessels traversing the New River, Loxahatchee River, and 
St. Lucie River Bridges anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action. 
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1.0  Introduction 


1.1 Purpose and Need for Navigation Analysis 


All Aboard Florida-Operations, LLC (AAF) has prepared this Navigation Discipline Report to evaluate 
the effect of its proposed passenger rail service on maritime traffic and the marine industry at three 
operable bridge locations within the existing freight rail corridor operated by Florida East Coast 
Railway, LLC (FECR) between Miami and Cocoa (corridor). The Navigation Discipline Report 
provides details of the proposed project, current and proposed freight and passenger rail service 
within the corridor, the location and operation of three operable bridges and a summary of findings.  


1.2 Project Description 


The proposed AAF project (Proposed Action), will consist of a 235-mile intercity passenger rail 
service connecting Miami and Orlando International Airport (MCO). It will include the following two 
connected corridors and a new Vehicle Maintenance Facility (VMF): 


 The Miami-to-Cocoa corridor (North-South Corridor), a north-south alignment that includes 
approximately 195 miles of rail improvements within an existing, active freight rail right-of-way 
(ROW); and 


 The east-west corridor (East-West Corridor), extending approximately 40 miles from Cocoa to 
Orlando, and generally parallel to the existing State Road 528 (SR 528 or Beachline 
Expressway), which would extend passenger service to MCO, where the new VMF would be 
constructed.  


This Navigation Discipline Report (NDR) focuses on three operable bridges located within the 
existing FECR Corridor, between Miami and Cocoa. These include the New River Bridge in Broward 
County, the Loxahatchee River Bridge in Palm Beach County, and the St. Lucie River Bridge in 
Martin County. These locations were selected for evaluation because they are located over 
navigable waters, and their operations (i.e., opening and closing) directly affect maritime traffic.  


The purpose of this study is to provide information for consideration by both the Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA) and the United States Coast Guard (USCG) to allow informed decision-making 
on the Proposed Action.


2
 The USCG, in its June 2, 2014 letter


3
, supports including the NDR as “an 


attachment to the DEIS as it informs the choice of alternatives for analysis.” 


This NDR considers the potential for environmental, economic, and navigational impacts associated 
with the Proposed Action. More specifically this study estimates the extent to which the projected 
increase in bridge closure time due to the Proposed Action will affect the commercial and 
recreational vessels traversingFECR’s operable bridges at the New River, Loxahatchee River, 
and/or St. Lucie River. This report presents: 


 Literature reviews of vessel traffic studies conducted at each bridge; 


 Summaries of 2014 vessel traffic surveys gathered through video assessments; 


 Summaries of bridge closure data; 


 A detailed analysis of existing vessel traffic and bridge operations data; 


 A socioeconomic analysis of the marine industry in the vicinity of each bridge; and 


 Results from a discrete-event simulation model of vessel traffic.  


These data were used to complete an analysis comparing a No-Build Alternative to the Proposed 
Action. The No-Build Alternative involves: 


                                                   
2
 United States Coast Guard (USCG) Bridge Program. Reasonable Needs of Navigation: White Paper. Version 1.1, 


October 5, 2012 
3
 USCG. Letter to the author. June 2, 2014. TS. 
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 No changes to the rail infrastructure within the FECR Corridor beyond those that are currently 
planned and funded; 


 No new rail infrastructure within the East-West Corridor; and 


 Consideration of expected growth of freight to an average of 20 trains per day by 2016. 


1.3 Cases Evaluated for Navigation Study 


The following four cases (Sections 1.3.1 through 1.3.4) were analyzed to evaluate potential impacts 
due to the Proposed Action. 


1.3.1 Existing Conditions 


There are three existing operable bridges located within the Project Area. These include the New 
River Bridge in Broward County, the Loxahatchee River Bridge in Palm Beach County, and the St. 
Lucie River Bridge in Martin County. All three of these operable bridges remain in the open position 
to allow for vessel traffic passage except for when freight trains approach. Existing (2013) freight 
operations consist of freight trains that average 8,150 feet in length, and are comprised of two 
locomotives (each 89 feet long) and 101 rail cars (each 79 feet long). According to historical trends 
obtained from the FRA Crossing Inventory, approximately half of the freight operations occur at night 
(10 pm to 7 am), and half during the day (7 am to 10 pm). Daily operation frequency includes an 
average of 10 bridge closures to allow for the passage of approximately 10 to 13 freight trains, at 
average speeds of 22.6 miles per hour (mph) in Broward County, 30.3 mph in Palm Beach County, 
and 32.0 mph in Martin County.  


These FECR bridges are not tended, but remain open with green lights illuminated indicating that 
marine vessels may pass. When a train approaches, the lights flash red and a horn sounds four 
blasts, pauses, and then continues four blasts. After eight minutes, the FECR bridges go down and 
lock, provided the scanning equipment reveals nothing under the draw. The draw remains down for 
a period of eight minutes or for as long as the track circuit is occupied. After the train has cleared, 
FECR bridges open and the lights return to green. 


All train operations are controlled by FECR’s dispatch center in Jacksonville. This includes both train 
scheduling and bridge operations. It has been observed that bridges occasionally remain closed 
when not required to facilitate train crossing.  These bridges are sometimes down due to required 
maintenance as the FECR needs to inspect the bridge, tracks and signal systems.   


1.3.2 No-Build Alternative 


The No-Build Alternative evaluated as part of this analysis involves no changes to the rail 
infrastructure within the FECR Corridor beyond those that are currently planned and funded, and no 
new rail construction within the East-West Corridor. The upgrades to the FECR Corridor 
contemplated as part of the Proposed Action would not occur in the near term as part of the No-Build 
Alternative; however, under the No-Build Alternative, freight operations by FECR would continue and 
are expected to increase in frequency.  Historically, FECR operated 24 daily trains in 2006, and had 
projected growth of 5-7% between today and 2016.   However, in light of delays in the expansion of 
the Panama Canal and other factors, it is now expected that freight operations will increase to 20 
trains per day by 2016, and at a 3% annual growth after 2016. As such, the No-Build Alternative 
assumes an increase to 20 freight trains in 2016, with operations at the three operable bridges at 
average speeds of 22.6 mph in Broward County, 30.3 mph in Palm Beach County, and 32.0 mph in 
Martin County by 2016. Projected 2016 operations are used for analyzing potential impacts of the 
Proposed Action because they coincide with the proposed start-up of AAF’s passenger rail service. 


1.3.3 Proposed Action 


The Proposed Action will cross the three operable bridges located within the Project Area: the New 
River Bridge in Broward County, the Loxahatchee River Bridge in Palm Beach County, and the St. 
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Lucie River Bridge in Martin County. The proposed modification to the New River Bridge 
contemplated as part of the Proposed Action includes rail infrastructure work, which will not change 
the vertical clearance or footprint of this double-track bridge. There are no plans to modify the bridge 
foundations located in the New River as part of the Proposed Action.  


The proposed modifications to the Loxahatchee River Bridge contemplated as part of the Proposed 
Action includes rail infrastructure work, which will not change the vertical clearance but will restore 
and upgrade the double-tracks over the entire span. In addition, the bridge foundations located in the 
Loxahatchee River will not be modified by the Proposed Action.  


The proposed modification to the St. Lucie River Bridge contemplated as part of the Proposed Action 
includes rail infrastructure work, which will not change the vertical clearance or footprint of the bridge 
that currently accommodates a single track. Providing a double-tracked bridge in this area would 
have required construction of a new adjacent bridge, a second-track and associated ballasts over 
the span of this long bridge, which  is not planned as a part of this Proposed Action. Instead, this 
bridge will remain single-tracked.  As such, the bridge foundations located in the St. Lucie River will 
not be modified by the Proposed Action for which AAF plans to complete upgrades to the FECR 
track on the St. Lucie River Bridge.  


Table 1.1-1. Bridge Modifications under the Proposed Action 


Bridge Proposed Modification 
Change to Vertical / 


Footprint Dimensions 


New River Bridge Upgrade existing double track  None 


Loxahatchee River Bridge 
Restore and upgrade previously 


existing double track 
None 


St. Lucie River Bridge Upgrade existing single track  None 


 


The use of all three operable bridges by AAF as part of the Proposed Action will result in an increase 
in the number of times per day that the bridges would need to close to allow for the passage of 
trains. However, the rail infrastructure improvements being considered as part of the Proposed 
Action (including the installation of new track with new ballast and ties, new turn outs and upgrades 
to existing turn outs, double tracking, and grade crossings) will serve to increase the speed at which 
trains may cross the bridges, thereby reducing the total closure time necessary for each train 
crossing of each bridge and increasing safety. As shown in Table 1.1-2, average speeds for the 
Proposed Action will be approximately 61 mph for passenger trains and 38 mph for freight trains in 
Broward County, approximately 76 mph for passenger trains and 39 mph for freight trains in Palm 
Beach County, and approximately 77 mph for passenger trains and 36 mph for freight trains in 
Martin County. A summary of bridge operations for these waterways can be found in USCG rule 33 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 114 -118 for operable bridges.  


Table 1.1-2. Average Speeds of Passenger and Freight Trains 


County 


No-Build Proposed Action 


Freight (mph) 
Passenger Train Speed 


(mph) 
Freight Train Speed 


(mph) 


Broward 23 61 38 


Palm Beach 33 76 39 


Martin 32 77 36 


 


1.3.4 Combined Effect – Proposed Action with Improved Freight 


Infrastructure improvements in the Proposed Action will enable track speeds to increase for freight 
rail. The corresponding improved freight efficiency is evaluated as part of this study. This case 
considers the planned AAF passenger rail operations in conjunction with the projected 2016 FECR 
freight operations (20 freight trains per day).  
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2.0  Methodology and Approach 


2.1 Marine Industry Analysis 


The following sections summarize the data sources and methodologies utilized to analyze the effects 
of the Proposed Action. 


2.1.1 Waterway Features Inventory Methodology 


The Waterway Features Inventory of recreational and commercial vessel access facilities prepared 
for this report includes boat ramps, marinas, dry storage facilities, anchorages, commercial entities, 
and waterfront residences with dockage or slips along the New River (in Broward County), 
Loxahatchee River (including portions of Palm Beach and Martin Counties) and St. Lucie River 
(including portions of Martin and St. Lucie Counties). The inventory was compiled through extensive 
review of existing data sets. Data sources included: 


 Geographic information system (GIS) data and aerial photographs; 


 Relevant websites (e.g., Florida Department of Revenue [FDOR]);  


 Florida Marina Monitoring and Tracking database; 


 Florida Boat Launch Ramp database maintained by the Florida Fish and Wildlife Research 
Institute; and 


 Other studies and surveys performed along these waterways. 


These databases contain records of more than 2,700 boating access locations and facilities 
including commercial marinas, condominiums with boating facilities, and hotels/restaurants with an 
associated boating facility.  


The Florida Marina Monitoring and Tracking database and the Florida Boat Launch Ramp database 
maintained by the Florida Fish and Wildlife Research Institute were developed as part of the Florida 
Boating Access Facilities Inventory and Economic Study Report.


4
 The statewide databases contain 


records of launches from and arrivals at more than 3,100 boat ramps. Boating facility data reported 
for the affected study areas was confirmed utilizing aerial data from Google Earth (aerial imagery 
from 26 March 2011). For the purposes of this report, the extent of the navigable area west of the 
operable bridges and to the Intracoastal Waterway to the east was reviewed.  


A sampling procedure was used to estimate the number of wetslips and the dimensions of broadside 
berthing available at waterfront residential properties within the Project Area. These largely private 
boating facilities are located at single-family homes, apartment buildings, condominiums and mobile 
home parks. The county-level waterfront residential property (WFP) Waterway Features Inventory 
consisted of a stratified random sampling design. For each applicable county, residential property 
parcel grids were used to define WFP parcels, which were cross referenced with zoning information 
to provide a characterization of WFP development type [single family (SF) residences; multi-family 
residences with 10 or fewer units (MF-10); multi-family residences with more than 10 units (MF+10), 
and condominium complexes (Condo)]. These strata were available as GIS coverage for Broward, 
St. Lucie, Martin, and Palm Beach counties.  


A stratum sampling frame for potential WFPs was created using GIS software to select polygons 
from the county residential property parcel coverage that met the stratum definition and whose 
boundaries fell within the 75-foot buffered water layer for New River, Loxahatchee River, and St. 
Lucie River. Because verification of true WFP status requires labor-intensive interpretation of aerial 
photographs, it was impractical to identify all true WFPs for some strata. Instead, a random stratum 
sampling frame of 100 parcels was carried out for single-family residences and multi-family 
residences, with the true WFPs in the sampling frame being viewed as a subpopulation of the 
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property parcels meeting the 75-foot buffer zone criterion. The databases and the residential 
sampling, taken together, are considered a reliable approximation of the current supply of 
recreational boating facilities along the New River, Loxahatchee River, and St. Lucie River.  


2.1.2 Demand Forecast 


To estimate the number of registered vessels in the Project Area in 2016, historic vessel registration 
information for Broward, Palm Beach, Martin, and St. Lucie counties from 2003 to 2013 were 
compared to county population to obtain a ten-year average of registered vessels per capita for each 
county. This per capita average was then compared to county population growth forecasts obtained 
from the Bureau of Economic and Business Research.


5 
Using the growth forecasts for 2016, the 


increase in anticipated vessel traffic was calculated for each river. This forecast was utilized to 
quantify potential social and economic effects resulting from anticipated changes to the operation of 
the operable bridges on the New River, Loxahatchee River, and St. Lucie River.  


2.2 Economic Analysis 


The economic value of the marine industry for the three affected waterways was determined by 
estimating the economic value of the marine industry to each of the counties in which these rivers 
are located and then assigning the approximate percentage of this value to the appropriate 
waterway. Therefore, the first step of this analysis is to determine the economic value of the marine 
industry to Broward, Palm Beach, Martin, and St. Lucie Counties. 


2.2.1 Economic Value by County 


The State of Florida has performed extensive studies regarding the economic value of the marine 
industry. These studies include analysis of spending on vessels (e.g., boat sales, storage, repairs) 
and recreation (e.g., restaurants, fishing, tackle, ski/boating instruction). These studies also provide 
information about the economic value of marine-related activities by county. Given the depth and 
breadth of these studies, they were used to estimate the economic value of the marine industry in 
2013 in order to determine a cost per trip to facilitate a quantitative socioeconomic impact analysis.  


2.2.1.1 Direct Economic Benefits 


The economic benefits of marine-related activities on the inland waterways for each of the counties 
considered were previously analyzed in the following years: 2007 for Broward County, 2006 for Palm 
Beach County, and 1999 for both Martin and St. Lucie Counties. The State of Florida updated these 
studies in December 2011 to reflect the economic value of the marine industry in each county for 
2009 values (based on the most recently available data at the time)


6
. The State’s studies identify and 


quantify the total economic benefit of each county’s waterways, including direct benefits, indirect 
benefits, and induced benefits associated with marine-related activity. The analysis includes benefits 
related to expenditures in the marine industry as well as expenditures outside of the marine industry 
but directly related to marine activities (e.g., groceries purchased for a boating trip). These analyses 
do not include the impact of the marine industry on property values; accordingly, property value 
impacts will not be discussed in this report. Broward and Palm Beach Counties are the only counties 
within the study area that support port operations. The analyses for these counties included revenue 
from these operations; however, port operations are not part of the economic activity on the New 
River or Loxahatchee River, so these data were excluded from the economic analysis conducted for 
this study. 


The analysis of total economic value of the marine industry for this navigation study relies on the 
methodology used by the State of Florida in its 2011 update of marine industry to determine the total 
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Counties. April 2013. 
6
 Florida Inland Navigation District, December 2011. Update of the Economic Benefits of the District’s Waterways in 
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value of the marine industry by county in December 2013. This analysis also expands on the 
previous methodology to estimate growth in direct, indirect, and induced economic activity (see 
Table 2.2-1), including total business volume, personal income, and employment.  


The methodology used for calculating growth in the marine industry involved projecting all retail 
sales based on the growth in estimated gross sales in the marine industry, as recorded by the FDOR 
in the Validated Florida Sales Tax Return Receipts Monthly Statistics by Business by County. These 
data contain monthly totals for gross sales and taxable sales by county and by Kind Code up to 
December 2013. (Kind Codes are used to classify the main, but not the only, line of business of a 
particular establishment; currently, there are 85 Kind Codes in use.) Kind Code 28 consists of 
Motorboats, Yachts, Marine Parts, Accessories, and Boat Dealers. For each county, Kind Code 28 
was used to determine growth in the marine industry by calculating the percentage growth in this 
industry between the base date of the original study and December 2013. The same level of growth 
was applied to all retail values that were calculated in the original study for that particular county. 
The results often showed a decline in the industry due to the economic recession in 2008. 
Table 2.2-1 indicates gross sales in Kind Code 28 and associated growth between the base year 
and December 2013 for each county. 


The values for purchases from non-marine businesses for use in the marine industry (e.g., gasoline, 
food, drinks, and ice that were purchased for boating trips) were updated using different escalators 
because they are not as directly related to growth in the marine industry. These purchases are less 
influenced by local marine-related sales and more by macroeconomic factors within the region. 
Therefore, this portion of the direct economic value of the marine industry was updated to 
December 2013 using economic growth in the entire state. The 2013 values for each county 
identified in Table 2.2-1 were determined by using the percent change in gross sales for all Kind 
Codes in the State of Florida between the base year and December 2013. The gross sales for all 
Kind Codes in the State of Florida in 1999 were not available, so the non-marine expenditures for 
the two counties with a base year of 1999 (i.e., Martin and St. Lucie Counties) were escalated using 
the Consumer Price Index. See Table 2.2-1 for the dataset that was used and a summary of 
associated growth between the base year and December 2013 for each county.  


Table 2.2-1. Data Sets and Growth Percentages Used to Escalate Values 


County (Base Year) Data Set Value in Base Year Value in 2013 Growth 


Broward (2007) 
Kind Code 28 (County) $1,698,280,456 $1,610,441,108 -5.17% 


All Codes (State) $1,802,537,274,026 $1,956,911,596,398 8.56% 


Palm Beach (2006) 
Kind Code 28 (County) $571,635,414 $460,028,541 -19.52% 


All Codes (State) $1,790,827,125,285 $1,956,911,596,398 9.27% 


Martin (1999) 
Kind Code 28 (County) $161,500,000 $256,347,656 58.73% 


CPI-U (Nation, All Items) 168.3 233.049 38.47% 


St. Lucie (1999) 
Kind Code 28 (County) $42,300,000 $63,161,543 49.32% 


CPI-U (Nation, All Items) 168.3 233.049 38.47% 


Source: Values for Kind Code 28 by county and all Kind Codes for the State of Florida were obtained from the Florida Department 
of Revenue and are available at http://dor.myflorida.com/dor/taxes/colls_from_7_2003.html#county. The Consumer Price 
Index (CPI-U) data was obtained from the Bureau of Labor Statistics and is available at http://www.bls.gov/cpi/ 


 
2.2.1.2 Direct, Indirect, and Induced Economic Benefits, including Business Volume, 


Personal Income, and Employment 
Direct expenditures associated with the marine industry affect the local economy in two primary 
ways. First, these expenditures support local employment and personal income for employees at 
businesses engaged in this industry as well as businesses that receive money due to economic 
activity in the industry (e.g., grocery stores selling food that is used during vessel trips). Second, 
these expenditures produce indirect and induced economic benefits to the area as the initial 
expenditures go through successive rounds of spending, a portion of which is spent in the local area. 
Estimating these benefits helps explain how money spent in one industry impacts the economy 



http://www.bls.gov/cpi/
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through successive rounds of spending. Table 2.2-2 presents a description of direct, indirect, and 
induced effects as well as an example to illustrate these effects. 
 
Table 2.2-2. Definition and Example of Direct, Indirect, and Induced Economic Effects 


Type of Effect Definition Illustrative Example 


Direct 
The initial change in the industry in 
question (e.g., expenditures in the marine 
industry). 


For example, when a boater pays for repairs to 
his vessel, this spending is considered a direct 
effect of the industry. 


Indirect 


Changes in inter-industry transactions 
when supplying industries respond to 
increased demands from the directly 
affected industries (e.g., impacts from non-
wage expenditures). 


When repairing the vessel, the mechanic uses a 
portion of these funds to purchase epoxy; if this 
expenditure occurs in the same region it would 
constitute an indirect economic effect of vessel 
industry spending. 


Induced 


Changes in local spending that result from 
income changes in the directly and 
indirectly affected industry sectors (e.g., 
impacts from wage expenditures). 


The vessel mechanic would earn income that 
can then be spent in the local economy, thereby 
producing induced benefits to the local 
economy. 


 


The original economic studies, which have been prepared by the State of Florida since the early 
1990s and are updated periodically for each of the affected counties, included the value of the 
marine industry in terms of direct, indirect, and induced economic activity. These data includes total 
business volume, personal income, and employment. Because the general mix of sub industries that 
are included in the marine industry for each county are roughly the same as in the original studies, 
indirect and induced effects would represent a similar portion of the total economic value as in the 
original study. Therefore, this analysis uses multipliers based on the results of the original studies in 
order to estimate the December 2013 indirect and induced economic value based on the newly 
estimated direct value of the marine industry for each county. Based on this assumption, personal 
income and employment should maintain a similar distribution as well; therefore, this methodology 
was also employed for calculating the direct, indirect, and induced personal income and employment 
for each county. 


2.2.2 Economic Value of the Marine Industry by Waterway 


In order to determine the economic value of the specific waterways considered in this analysis, the 
relative importance of each waterway was determined as a percentage of the marine industry in the 
county in which it is located. In the case that a particular waterway is located in two counties, its 
relative importance in each county was considered and then the results for each county were 
summed to obtain the total economic value of the waterway.  
 
In order to assess the importance of a river relative to the county in which it is located, the total 
number of wetslips at marinas, dockuminiums, clubs, and hotels/restaurants along the river were 
compared to the total number of wetslips at these types of facilities in the entire county. The resulting 
percentage was used to assign the relative percentage of the marine industry that each waterway 
represents in the county or counties in which it is located (see Table 2.2-3). After obtaining the 
relative importance of the waterway, the total economic value of the marine industry was determined 
by multiplying the total value in the county by the relative importance of the specific waterway. If the 
waterway lies in two counties, this was performed for each county and then the numbers were 
summed to get the total value of the marine industry along the entire waterway. Because these 
values are based on the updated values of the marine industry for December 2013, they represent 
the economic value of the marine industry associated with each waterway at that time. 
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Table 2.2-3. Percent Representation of each River Relative to the County in which it is Located 


River County 


Number of Wetslips at Marinas, Dockuminiums, 
Private Clubs, and Hotels and Restaurants 


Percentage 
Represented by the 


River On the River In the County 


New Broward 818 2,500 32.7% 


Loxahatchee 
Palm Beach 534 2,300 23.2% 


Martin 0 900 0.0% 


St. Lucie 
Martin 746 900 82.9% 


St. Lucie 222 1,450 15.3% 


2.2.3 Socioeconomic Impact 


Recreational and commercial boating activities bring revenue for local businesses and governments. 
The potential economic impacts to the marine industry for the three waterways of interest—New 
River, Loxahatchee River, and St. Lucie River—were estimated by first determining the economic 
value of recreational and commercial vessel trips and then calculating the waiting time value based 
on the average amount of time that would be spent waiting at the bridge crossing due to the 
Proposed Action. 


For recreational boating, the value of a recreational vessel trip is assumed to be equivalent to the 
total cost associated with the trip. The State of Florida has published extensive studies (e.g., 
Florida’s Recreational Marine Industry-Economic Impact and Growth 1980-2005, November 2005; 
The Value of Recreational Boating in Florida, March 2010) regarding the economic value of 
recreational boating at the county level, including total expenditures on vessel trips (e.g., marina 
services, restaurants, fuel) and vessel ownership (e.g., loan payments, vessel repairs, insurance). 
The four counties that provide recreational activities along the New River, Loxahatchee River, and 
St. Lucie River include Broward, Palm Beach, Martin, and St. Lucie Counties. For this analysis, the 
value of a vessel trip on a particular river is based on the weighted average between the counties in 
which the river is located. The respective weighting was determined based on the number of docks 
and slips on the portion of the river in each county, as shown in Table 2.2-4. Once the value of a 
recreational vessel trip on each river was defined, this number was divided by the average trip 
duration to obtain the cost per hour of recreational boating.  


Table 2.2-4. Relative Percentage of River Represented in Each County 


 


New River Loxahatchee River St. Lucie River 


Broward 
County 


Palm Beach 
County 


Martin 
County 


Martin 
County 


St. Lucie 
County 


Residential Properties with Docks 3,750 703 358 1,307 734 


Residential Slips 1,551 110 118 571 150 


Commercial Slips 818 534 0 746 222 


Residential plus Commercial Docks 
and Slips


a 6,119 1,347 476 2,624 1,106 


Relative Weight to each County
b
 100.0% 73.9% 26.1% 70.3% 29.7% 


Notes: 
a
 Each property with a dock was assumed to have only one dock. 


b
This relative weight was determined based on the percentage of the water body was in each county. The New River is 
entirely with Brevard County; however, the Loxahatchee River and the St. Lucie River are both in two counties. 


 


For the commercial boating industry, the economic value of commercial activities is expected to be 
at least equal to the cost of providing the service, including vessel and vessel employee costs. For 
this analysis, the cost of operating a commercial vessel was used to represent the value of this use. 
In order to determine the cost of operating a vessel, the costs from the state’s recreational survey 
were used. Because commercial operations along the three rivers of interest are generally related to 
water transportation and charter activities, the vessels used for these operations are similar in size 
and costs to those used in the recreational boating industry along these rivers. The full costs 
associated with vessel ownership were considered; however, only a portion of the costs associated 
with recreational trip spending was included in the analysis for commercial operations. The costs 







Navigation Discipline Report For the AAF Passenger Rail Project from Orlando to Miami, Florida 
AMEC Project No. 6063120212 July 2014 


 


 2-6 AMEC 


that were included were boat fuel and marine supplies, while the costs that were excluded were 
comprised of costs such as lodging, restaurants, and groceries. 


The cost of operating a commercial vessel also includes employee costs. Because the majority of 
commercial activity along the rivers is comprised of water transportation (e.g., water taxis), 
sightseeing activities, and charter boats, the average wages that were used for this analysis are 
those associated with these industries for the State of Florida. The commercial operations along the 
three rivers generally consist of smaller vessels; therefore, the crew size was assumed to be 
approximately two people per vessel - although some large vessels like the Jungle Queen could 
potentially require more than two operators. The majority of the commercial vessels in these areas 
are water taxies, which require an average of two operators per vessel. According to the U.S Bureau 
of Labor Statistics, the average annual wage for an employee engaged in the industry of scenic and 
sightseeing transportation on water in the state of Florida is $29,812


7
. Assuming this employee 


works 40 hours per week, the hourly cost of this employee is $13.31 per hour. The cost of two crew 
members per vessel was included in the hourly costs of operating commercial vessels. 


This analysis considers the potential effects of the Proposed Action as compared to the No-Build 
Alternative, to obtain the average economic effect on the local economy due to bridge closure 
delays. The bridge operations model included in Section 2.4.3 was used to determine the total 
number of minutes of waiting time resulting from the Proposed Action to both recreational and 
commercial boaters by multiplying the daily number of vessels by the average amount of wait time 
per vessel (referred as non-zero wait time in the Appendix of this report). The waiting time was 
then multiplied by the cost per hour of operating recreational and commercial vessels on each of the 
three rivers. The sum of these costs constitutes the total value to the marine industry and 
recreational boaters associated with increased bridge closures due to the Proposed Action. 


2.2.4 Public Outreach 


Since AAF made the first public announcement of its proposed passenger rail project in Florida, a 
comprehensive public engagement strategy has been employed. AAF has participated in more than 
300 informational meetings, briefings, presentations, and telephone calls with stakeholders, 
community leaders, neighborhood representatives, and elected officials. These efforts, which began 


in March 2012, represent AAF’s proactive plan to work collaboratively with federal, state, and local 


agencies (e.g., FRA, US Army Corps of Engineers [USACE], US Coast Guard [USCG, South Florida 
Water Management District [SFWMD], etc.). Outreach that occurred in the vicinity of the New River, 
Loxahatchee River, and St. Lucie River is summarized in Sections 3.2-5, 4.2-5, and 5.2-5, 
respectively. 


2.3 Vessel Traffic Survey 


Data required to conduct this analysis was gathered through literature review of existing vessel 
traffic studies, interviews with Marine Industry Association personnel, video recordings of vessel 
traffic provided by AAF, and live video feeds. Additional information was obtained from GIS data 
sources. Projected operations schedules for freight and passenger traffic was provided by AAF. This 
collective dataset representing vessel traffic at the affected bridges was used to assess the potential 
for navigation impacts. 


2.3.1 Literature Review of Vessel Traffic Studies 


Preliminary vessel traffic studies were identified for the Loxahatchee River and New River, but no 
studies or readily available data were identified for the St. Lucie River. However, data from live video 
feed were used to characterize vessel traffic on the St. Lucie River (see Section 2.3.2). The 
information gathered from preliminary vessel studies was summarized and compared to vessel 


                                                   
7
 From the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics’ Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages for NAICS 4872, Scenic and 


sightseeing transportation, water. Available at http://www.bls.gov/data/#wages 







Navigation Discipline Report For the AAF Passenger Rail Project from Orlando to Miami, Florida 
AMEC Project No. 6063120212 July 2014 


 


 2-7 AMEC 


traffic data collected from the video footage and live feed assessment to evaluate changes in vessel 
traffic. It was also used to evaluate the reliability of previous navigation studies in determining the 
socioeconomic impacts of the Proposed Action. 


2.3.2 2014 Vessel Traffic Survey 


Video recordings from permanent cameras located at FECR’s bridges located at New River, 
Loxahatchee River and St. Lucie River were provided by FECR. The videos contain approximately 
two to three weeks of data during December and January, and in some instances a holiday. The 
videos were used to quantify the number and types of vessels that pass under the bridges. The raw 
data collected includes the number and size of commercial and recreational vessels that pass under 
the bridges. These data were summarized and organized to show differences and patterns between 
and within weekdays, weekends and different times of the day.  


2.4 Bridge Operation Survey and Modeling 


Data required to conduct this analysis were gathered through literature review of existing studies that 
investigated the rail bridge operations, video recordings of bridge operations provided by FECR, and 
live video feeds available for the New River, Loxahatchee River, and St. Lucie River FECR Bridges. 
Additional information obtained from GIS data sources and the projected operations schedule for 
freight and passenger traffic provided by AAF were also used to assess the potential for navigation 
impacts. 


2.4.1 2014 Video Survey 


Video recordings provided by FECR were used to collect bridge operation data for FECR’s bridges 
at Loxahatchee River and St. Lucie River. The time of day (hour:minutes:seconds) when the bridge 
initially begins to close was recorded, and train schedule times were recorded relative to this initial 
closure time.  


The location of the camera did not provide a line of sight on the New River Bridge. Accordingly, 
existing bridge operations data (time it takes the bridge to open and close during each train crossing) 
could not be collected from the video provided by FECR at this location.  Instead, information on 
current bridge operations and vessel traffic at the New River Bridge was gathered through 
monitoring of live video feed available at this location: http://www.microseven.com/tv/livevideo-
esplanade.html. This effort was conducted for five days during the peak season for vessel traffic (as 
characterized by previous studies, see Table 3.3-1), including weekdays and one full weekend. Live 
video feed data collection included vessel direction (heading east or west), vessel type (commercial 
or recreational), vessel size, bridge operations (e.g., closing times, the time the train arrives, and 
time it clears the bridge), as well as pictures of the vessels traversing the bridge. 


2.4.2 Development of GIS Maps 


GIS maps were developed to show the location of FECR’s bridges at New River, Loxahatchee River 
and St. Lucie River as well as marine facilities, land use and population density along the three 
rivers. Source data included information from the following sources: ESRI GIS, Florida Geographic 
Data Library, National Bridge Inventory, Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission, and FDOR. 
 
Bridge location maps show: 1) the location of the FECR bridge relative to the inlet of the river (east); 
2) additional bridges in the inlet, confluence, and north and south forks of each river; and 3) the 
extent of waterfront development for vessel traffic (west). The extent of waterfront development was 
determined through a Google Earth imagery analysis.  



http://www.microseven.com/tv/livevideo-esplanade.html

http://www.microseven.com/tv/livevideo-esplanade.html
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Coastal areas are major destinations for tourism, which represents one of the fastest-growing 
sectors in the US economy


8
. Accordingly, urban growth and the concentration of people in coastal 


and riverside areas have environmental and socioeconomic impacts at local, regional and global 
scales. When assessing the impact of population and population growth it is important to consider 
spatial distribution, rather than absolute numbers. Population data were extracted from 2010 US 
Census Bureau as population counts at the block level, which allows analysis at a relatively fine 
spatial scale, and then converted into population density as number of individuals per square mile. 
Population densities were divided into five classes and are defined as follows: 


 Class 1: < 2,500 people per square mile 


 Class 2:  2,501 to 5,000 people per square mile 


 Class 3: 5,001 to 7,500 people per square mile 


 Class 4: 7,501 to 10,000 people per square mile 


 Class 5: > 10,000 people per square mile 


Land use was defined by three main categories, residential, commercial and marine facilities.  


2.4.3 RTC Modeling of Bridge Operations 


Rail Traffic Controller (RTC) is a rail traffic simulation tool developed by Berkeley Simulation 
Software. It is the de facto simulation tool used by Class I carriers (the seven largest North American 
railroads) and the majority of rail consulting firms. The primary purposes of the tool are to quantify 
the operating results (e.g., on-time performance, velocity, delay) of infrastructure changes (e.g., 
construction of new rail, improvement of existing rail) and to measure the impact of train schedule 
changes. For the Proposed Action, RTC modeling was used to fulfill both needs.  


Specific to the three movable bridges affected by the Proposed Action, RTC modeling was used to 
determine the times that trains would occupy the span over the waterway. Once these occupancies 
were determined, a secondary (Excel-based) process used the RTC model data to determine the 
times that the waterway would be unavailable to vessel passage. This includes time that the bridge 
is in the process of closing before a train’s arrival. On this point, it should be noted that the bridge 
must be closed several minutes prior to the train’s arrival to allow the signaling system to permit the 
safe and efficient passage of the train. The bridge must be completely closed approximately 5 
minutes in advance so that trains approaching the area receive a proceed indication via the signal 
system. As an example, if the bridge is not closed completely, the signal immediately adjacent to the 
bridge will be red. The next signal, two to three miles back from the bridge, will be a yellow. This 
means that a train that is approximately 3 minutes from the bridge (and that observes a yellow 
aspect) must begin slowing down. In order to keep that train traveling at the maximum possible 
speed, the bridge must be closed, which would permit all signals between the train and the bridge to 
remain green.  


There are many factors that influence how far in advance the bridge must be down including, train 
speed, switch position, etc. Following the train traversing the bridge, the waterway remains 
unavailable for a period of time until the bridge is raised. 


2.5 Discrete-Event Simulation Model 


2.5.1 Scope of the Model 


A discrete-event simulation model of scheduled train arrivals at a bridge and their corresponding 
impacts on commercial and recreational marine traffic was developed using Rockwell Software’s 
Arena Professional. The model includes the following unit operations:  
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http://www.wttc.org/news-media/news-archive/2012/travel-tourism-forecast-pass-100m-jobs-and-2-trillion-gdp-2012/
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 Scheduled movements of freight and passenger trains on the FECR line and their interaction 
with the operable bridge at the river crossing. Data for scheduled train movements were provided 
by AAF (Section 2.4.3). 


 Commercial and recreational marine vessel traffic arrivals at the operable bridge in both 
directions along the river that were surveyed as part of this report.  


 Operable bridge operation at: 
- New River Bridge in Fort Lauderdale 
- Loxahatchee River Bridge in Jupiter/Tequesta 
- St. Lucie River Bridge in Stuart 


The simulation model was used to estimate the effect of train movements on the FECR line to 
marine vessel movements at three operable bridge locations Four scenarios were modeled that 
considered current and projected freight crossings and planned passenger crossings. Since the 
Proposed Action includes rail infrastructure upgrades that would improve freight movement, freight 
scenarios for the Proposed Action and the No-Build Alternative were also evaluated. The four 
scenarios examined include: 


 Case 1: 2013 Freight Traffic with 2013 Infrastructure (Existing Conditions) 


 Case 2a: 2016 Freight Traffic with 2013 Infrastructure (No-Build Alternative) 


 Case 2b: 2016 Freight Traffic with 2016 AAF Improved Infrastructure (2016 Improved Freight) 


 Case 3: 2016 Freight and Passenger Traffic with 2016 AAF Improved Infrastructure (Combined 
Effect) 


Case 2b was examined to evaluate the effect of rail infrastructure improvements for the Proposed 
Action on projected 2016 freight traffic. 


2.5.2 Inputs and Assumptions 


2.5.2.1 Rail Traffic 


The estimates of rail traffic arrivals are based on the existing schedule. A model to predict this 
schedule was generated using RTC. Specific to the three movable bridges, RTC was used to 
determine the arrival times of trains and the extent of time required to cross over the waterway. 
Bridge closure time starts when the bridge is in the process of closing before a train’s arrival. Early 
bridge closures prior to the train’s arrival will start the signaling system to warn vessel traffic, 
allowing a safe and efficient passage of the train. Under Existing Conditions, the closure time prior to 
the train arrival is approximately 12 minutes. With the Proposed Action and associated 
improvements in rail infrastructure, closure times prior to the train’s arrival are expected to be 
reduced to approximately 7 minutes. 


The train occupancy data from the RTC model was used as the basis for generating train arrivals at 
the bridges in the discrete-event model. Freight train arrivals were grouped by day-of-week and time-
of-day. For example, Table 2.5-1 below shows the expected arrival times of Train 202 at the New 
River Bridge for one week. 
 
Table 2.5-1. Sample of Expected Freight Train Arrivals by Day-of-Week Case 1: 2013 Freight Traffic with 


2013 Infrastructure (Existing Conditions) 


Freight Train Schedule Example 


Train Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun 


202 Intermodal North (RTC Data) 14:40 13:31 14:19 13:31 14:58 14:40 15:23 


 
When examining the train arrival data above, one can observe a variation in the arrival times of the 
train from day to day. This is due to differences in departure times and delays in route and is part of 
the RTC model simulation. To maintain some variability in the discrete-event model, the model 
generates train arrivals at the bridge using the arrival times produced by the RTC model with a 
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variance of ±10 minutes to maintain some randomness in forecast train arrivals at the bridges. For 
example, on Mondays, the train will arrive at the bridge at 14:40 ± 10 minutes, etc. 


Passenger train arrivals provided by the RTC model are at regular intervals, approximately once per 
hour in each direction. Since the predictability of the passenger service schedule is critically 
important to overall performance, the RTC data provides for no variability in passenger train arrival 
times and, therefore, the discrete-event model also does not include any variance. 


2.5.2.2 Marine Traffic 


Data for marine traffic were derived from video camera footage of the three crossings over the 
following periods during winter: 


 New River: January 14 through 27, 2014; 


 Loxahatchee River: December 31, 2013 through January 21, 2014; and 


 St. Lucie River: January 3 through 17, 2014. 


Traffic counts were sorted by vessel type (commercial or recreational), direction of travel, and were 
only assessed during daylight hours, from 6:00 AM to 6:30 PM. 


Observations were also made regarding the characteristics of vessel traffic at New River Bridge. 
These observations included information on vessel size and traffic behavior and information on 
crossing times, and include the following: 


 Vessels take between 1.5 to 7 seconds to cross under the bridge depending on size and speed. 


 Most small vessels take approximately 2 seconds to cross. 


 Medium vessels (e.g., the water taxi) take approximately 3.5 seconds to cross. 


 Larger vessels (e.g., the Jungle Queen and sunset cruises) take approximately 5 to 6 seconds to 
cross. 


 Two small vessels can cross at the same time in the same or opposite direction. 


 A medium and small vessel were observed crossing at the same time (heading opposite 
directions). 


 A small vessel will cross the bridge just behind a large vessel, reducing the amount of time it 
takes to cross by approximately 1 second. 


 When a large vessel like the Jungle Queen crosses, no other vessel can cross and they are 
required to queue to the side of the river.  


 Some small vessels, such as jon boats, can cross when the bridge is down. 


 Small vessels will cross the bridge as it is going down and some will cross before the bridge is 
fully open. 


 


2.5.2.3 Infrastructure Changes 


Proposed rail infrastructure changes would include extending the double track of the mainline across 
the Loxahatchee River Bridge and up to the St. Lucie River Bridge, which will remain single tracked. 
The result would be that a second train, waiting for a train coming from the opposite direction to 
cross the bridge, would be staged closer to the bridge. This would reduce delays for trains that must 
currently slow or stop to yield to oncoming train traffic. The assumptions used in the model for trains 
encountering oncoming traffic are delays of 10 minutes for Existing Conditions (2013) and 5 minutes 
for the Proposed Action (2016). Since the New River Bridge is currently double-tracked, siding 
delays are not considered in either the Existing Conditions or the Proposed Action.  


Currently, the bridges are controlled from a central dispatching facility in Jacksonville. On average, 
the controller deploys the bridge approximately 12 minutes before the arrival of a train and may or 
may not raise the bridge after the train has cleared it, depending on the expected arrival of the next 
train. The assumption for the Combined Effect (Case 3) is that the planned changes in dispatching 
procedures, result of the Proposed Action, will allow for the bridges to be deployed 7 minutes prior to 
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the arrival of a train and that each bridge will be raised if the next train is not expected to arrive 
within the next 7 minutes. This is the assumption used in the simulation model. 


2.5.3 Model Calibration 


The simulation model was run and results were compared with the data outputs from the RTC model 
and actual marine traffic as observed on the surveillance video for the New River Bridge. The 
simulation model results are similar to those of the RTC model, in most cases within 1% of the RTC 
values. This suggests that the model calibrated well and accurately predicts moveable bridge 
operations. The total number of train crossings per week is almost identical and the day-to-day 
numbers are also within one to two trains of the RTC values. For marine traffic, hour-by-hour marine 
traffic arrivals at New River Bridge were compared to the observed values from the available video 
footage. Figure 2.5-1 shows the correlation. 


 
Figure 2.5-1. Marine Traffic - Simulation Model versus Actual 


 
 


The simulation model is designed to introduce some variation when generating train and marine 
traffic arrivals, so the results from run-to-run will not be identical. The results above show a good 
correlation between the simulation results and observed data. Therefore, it is concluded that the 
model is performing satisfactorily and, given the model inputs and assumptions, is calibrated. 
Following model calibration, the scenarios identified in Section 2.5.1 were examined to estimate the 
effect of train movements across the bridges on marine vessel movements.  


2.6 Effect Determination 


2.6.1 Determining Impacts on Reasonable Needs of Navigation  


To determine whether the Proposed Action would unreasonably obstruct marine traffic, while at the 
same time accounting for the reasonable needs of land traffic, this analysis was developed pursuant 
to USCG Bridge Administration Manual COMDTINST M16590, which provides that drawbridge 
operating regulations must balance the needs of vessel, vehicular, and rail traffic in the overall public 
interest.  


The USCG guidance for bridges that have the potential to impact identified navigational needs 
(waterway usage) outlines several factors that need to be considered in order to assess potential 







Navigation Discipline Report For the AAF Passenger Rail Project from Orlando to Miami, Florida 
AMEC Project No. 6063120212 July 2014 


 


 2-12 AMEC 


impacts of the Proposed Action.2 The following factors will be considered to determine if the 
Proposed Action - when compared to the No-Build Alternative - meets the reasonable needs of 
existing and future navigation: 


1. Obstruction of Passage: Does the Proposed Action completely obstruct the passage of any 
existing waterway users or the access to waterborne facilities? 


The Existing Conditions, the No-Build Alternative, and the Proposed Action were evaluated using 
the RTC model results to determine whether there is a complete obstruction of passage of any 
existing waterway users, or the access to waterborne facilities. To determine an impact rating, 
vessel wait times during bridge closures for the No-Build Alternative (2016 freight traffic with 
2013 infrastructure) were evaluated against Existing Conditions (2013 freight traffic with 2013 
infrastructure); and the Proposed Action (2016 passenger traffic with 2016 infrastructure) and 
Combined Effect (2016 passenger and freight traffic with 2016 infrastructure) were evaluated 
against the No-Build Alternative (2016 freight traffic with 2013 infrastructure). Impact ratings 
were then assigned based on the associated increase or decrease in wait time. 


2. Most Navigationally Limiting Structure: Does the Proposed Action establish a new 
navigational limiting factor (i.e., will the Proposed Action be the most restrictive/obstructive 
structure across the waterway)? Does the Proposed Action match the navigational clearance of 
other existing structures on the waterway? 


To determine if the Proposed Action establishes a new navigational limiting factor, the vertical 
clearance of any infrastructure crossing the river, and thus considered a navigationally limiting 
structure, (bridges and power cables) within the defined extent of waterfront development 
(Figures 3.1-1, 4.1-1, and 5.1-1) were examined. Bridges were also categorized as operable or 
fixed for this purpose. 


3. Impacts to Jobs, Economic Growth, and Development: Would implementation of the 
Proposed Action impact present or prospective commercial activity on the waterway (e.g., jobs, 
and economic growth and development)? 


An economic analysis was performed to evaluate the potential socioeconomic impacts 
associated with the Proposed Action. 


4. Economic Impacts to Existing or Planned Commercial/Industrial Development: Would 
implementation of the Proposed Action impact existing or planned commercial/industrial 
developments in the affected area (e.g., within waterways or on adjacent land-based 
properties)? What are economic impacts on these businesses? 


The same technique described for “Impacts to Jobs, Economic Growth, and Development” was 
used to characterize potential impacts to this criterion. 


5. Impacts to Critical or Unique Infrastructure: Does the Proposed Action impact existing 
facilities on the waterway that are or could be considered critical infrastructure, key resources, or 
important/unique US industrial capability (i.e., are these facilities unique or one of only a few of 
the type in the area)? 


There are no critical or important/unique industrial facilities within the Project Area, and 
therefore, this criterion is not discussed. 


6. Impacts to USACE Transit Ability: Does the Proposed Action impact USACE ability to transit 
the bridge in a federal project channel? 


The evaluation methodology used to determine “Obstruction of Passage” impacts is the same as 
that used to determine impacts to USACE Transit Ability. 


7. Impacts to USCG Transit Ability: Does the Proposed Action impact USCG and other 
government vessels’ ability to Transit Bridge to conduct mission essential functions (icebreakers, 
patrols, etc.)? 
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The evaluation methodology used to determine “Obstruction of Passage” impacts is the same as 
that used to determine impacts to USCG Transit Ability. 


8. Impacts to Existing and Future Cruise Ship Ports-of-Call/Terminals: Does the Proposed 
Action impact existing and future cruise ship ports-of-call/terminals? 


Large cruise ships do not operate up and down each of the three rivers due to navigational 
constraints. Therefore, this criterion is not discussed.  


9. Impacts to Commercial Freighters: Does the Proposed Action impact commercial freighters. 


All three of the rivers within the Project Area do not support large commercial freighters, due to 
navigational constraints. Therefore, this criterion is not discussed 


10. Impacts to Ports Supporting Post-Panamax Vessels: Does the Proposed Action impact ports 
supporting post-panamax vessels? 


All three of the rivers within the Project Area do not support large commercial freighters, due to 
navigational constraints. Therefore, this criterion is not discussed. 


11. Impacts to Vessels that Require Tug Boats: Does the Proposed Action impact vessels that 
require helper boats/tugs (note the combined clearance requirement of the vessel and the helper 
boat/tug)? 


Based on the characterization of the rivers as described in this report, it is assumed that helper 
boats/tugs are of the same vertical clearance, if not smaller, than the large boats included in this 
study. Therefore, the impacts characterized under “Obstruction of Passage” are applied to this 
criterion, as well. 


12. Impacts to Proposed Commercial Vessels as a Result of Proposed Development: Does the 
Proposed Action impact proposed commercial vessels as a result of proposed development on 
waterway? 


The evaluation methodology used to determine “Impacts to Jobs, Economic Growth, and 
Development”; as well as “Economic Impacts to Existing or Planned Commercial/Industrial 
Development” was used to address this criterion. 


13. Ability of Vessels to Adjust Operations without Significant Economic Loss in Order to 
Transit the Proposed Action: Can vessels and cargoes be partially disassembled/dismantled 
in order to transit the Proposed Action, and if so, is it economically reasonable? The Coast 
Guard must take into consideration a vessel’s ability to adjust its operations without significant 
economic loss. Adjustment or mitigation techniques may include using other routes, lowering 
electronics (Global Positioning System [GPS], radar, communication antennae, etc.), lowering 
crane booms, etc. 


Large commercial freighters and cargo ships do not operate up and down each of the three 
rivers due to navigational constraints. Therefore, this criterion is not discussed.  


14. Availability of Alternative Routes for Vessel Passage: Are alternative routes available for 
vessel passage? 


Since each bridge is located at the confluence of each respective river, alternate routes (that do 
not exhibit equal or greater obstruction as presented by the Proposed Action) for vessel passage 
are not available. Therefore, this criterion was not considered in the effect determination. 


15. Ability of Vessels to Transit at Typical Lower Water Stages: Can vessels transit at typical 
lower water stages (mean low water, mean pool level, etc.)? 


The evaluation methodology of “Obstruction of Passage” was applied to determine the “Ability of 
Vessels to Transit at Typical Lower Water Stages”. 
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2.6.2 Evaluation Criteria 


After assessing the potential of the No-Build Alternative and the Proposed Action to impact identified 
navigational needs as per USCG guidance (Section 2.6.1), a determination was made as to whether 
the Proposed Action meets or impacts the reasonable needs of existing and future navigation. The 
determinations of impacts to reasonable needs are described below: 


 No Impact – No impact and/or change expected. 


 Minimal – Impacts are not expected to be measurable, or are measurable but are too small to 
cause any change in environment. 


 Minor – Impacts that are measureable but are within the capacity of the affected system to 
absorb the change, or the impacts can be compensated with little effort and few resources so 
that the impact is not substantial. 


 Moderate – Impacts that are measurable but are within the capacity of the affected system to 
absorb the change, or the impacts can be compensated with effort and resources so that impact 
is not substantial. 


 Major – Environmental impacts that, individually or combined, could be substantial. 


 Enhanced – Positive impacts are anticipated. 


For those navigational needs that required interpretative analysis of modeling results (obstruction of 
passage; impacts to jobs, economic growth and development; economic impacts to existing or 
planned commercial/industrial development; impacts to USACE transit ability, impacts to USCG 
transit ability, and impacts to proposed commercial vessels as a result of proposed development), 
criteria for the selection of an impact determination were developed to define determinations to the 
level of detail required (see Section 6.0 for this criteria matrix). 
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3.0  Characterization of New River Bridge 


3.1 Project Area Description 


3.1.1 Location of New River Waterway 


The New River originates in the Everglades and flows east to the Atlantic Ocean, entirely within 
Broward County. The inlet of the New River is located north of the Port Everglades cut in the City of 
Fort Lauderdale. The waterway travels from the Intracoastal Waterway on the east to the west past 
residences and through the Central Business District of the City of Fort Lauderdale. West of the 
Central Business District, the river splits into north and south forks (North Fork and South Fork, 
respectively). The North Fork of the New River is a shallow meandering tributary, bordered primarily 
by residences with private docks for approximately 1.5 miles east before the waterway narrows 
along the south side of Sunrise Boulevard. The South Fork is a wider tributary for approximately 3.0 
miles to the south, where the waterway narrows and forks to either the North or South New River 
Canal. The South Fork is deeper, supports larger vessels, and is bordered by residences and 
commercial marine industries.


9
 Most marinas on the South Fork are located approximately 2.5 to 3.5 


miles from the New River Bridge, and numerous boat yards extend to approximately 6.8 miles from 
the New River Bridge (Figure 3.1-1). 


The New River is traversed by multiple operable and fixed bridges. Characterization and location of 
these bridges, within the extent of waterfront development as defined in Figure 3.1-1 in the upper 
confluence and North and South Forks, can be found in Table 3.1-1. 
 
Table 3.1-1. Characterization of Bridges Crossing the New River 


Bridge Name Type of Bridge 
Location Where Bridge 


Crosses the River 


Vertical 
Clearance 


(feet) 


Horizontal 
Clearance 


(feet) 


State Hwy A1A Bridge operable/bascule 
East Intracoastal 


Waterway 
55 125 


Southeast 3rd Ave 
Bridge 


operable/bascule 
Confluence east of the rail 


bridge 
16 60 


Andrews Ave Bridge operable/bascule 
Confluence east of the rail 


bridge 
21 60 


New River Bridge operable/bascule Confluence 4 60 


William Marshall 
Memorial Bridge 


operable/bascule North Fork 20 60 


Southwest Eleventh 
Avenue Bridge 


operable/swing North Fork <5 ND 


Broward Boulevard 
Bridge 


fixed North Fork <5 ND 


Davie Boulevard 
Bridge 


operable/bascule South Fork 21 60 


Interstate-95 (I-95) 
Bridge 


fixed South Fork and North Fork 55 68 


CSX Railway Bridge operable South Fork and North Fork 2 ND 


Notes:  ND=no data 


3.1.2 Location of New River Bridge 


The New River Bridge is located approximately 4 miles west of the New River’s inlet (26° 7'7.75" N 
and 80° 8'43.54" W) (Figure 3.1-1). This operable bridge has a vertical clearance of 4 feet and 
horizontal clearance of 60 feet. Although in general the bridge remains open to allow a constant flow 


                                                   
9
 RS&H. 2012. New River Boat Survey and Preliminary Bridge Opening Analysis. FM Number: 417031-3-22-01 
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of vessel traffic, it currently closes an average of 10 times daily to accommodate freight rail service. 
While closed, most vessels (with the exception of small recreational vessels requiring less than 4 
feet of draw) are unable to pass underneath the bridge deck, and must queue while waiting for the 
bridge to re-open. 







 Navigation Discipline Report For the AAF Passenger Rail Project from Orlando to Miami, Florida 
AMEC Project No. 6063120212     July 2014 


 


 3-3 AMEC 


 
Figure 3.1-1. New River Bridge Location Map 
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3.1.3 Land-use and Population Density 


The land use adjacent to the New River waterline is composed mainly of residential areas, with the 
exception of a large commercial sector north of the New River Bridge, at Las Olas Boulevard 
(Figure 3.1-2). Las Olas Boulevard, is one of the largest commercial areas in Broward County and 
hosts many hotels and mixed-use condominium developments. Office buildings and high-rises 
include Las Olas River House, Las Olas Grand, 110 Tower (formerly AutoNation Tower), Bank of 
America, One Financial Plaza, Broward Financial Center, One East Broward Boulevard, Barnett 
Bank Plaza, PNC Center, New River Center, One Corporate Center, SunTrust Centre, and SunTrust 
Tower. A high density of commercial facilities can also be found south of the New River Bridge. 
 
Marine facilities are located approximately 1.5 miles from the New River inlet, immediately after the 
A1A Route Bridge, and southeast and southwest of the New River Bridge; however, most marine 
facilities are concentrated within the river’s South Fork, approximately 3 miles west of the New River 
Bridge (Figure 3.1-2).  
 
Population density maps developed through analysis and development of GIS data show lands 
adjacent to the New River have census blocks with population densities that extend from Class 1 to 
Class 5. Class 1 and Class 2 population density can be found by the New River Inlet (Figure 3.1-3), 
while waterfront areas at the confluence of the New River have population densities in the range of 
Class 2 to Class 5. About 20 square miles of land adjacent to the New River have waterfront access. 
The population in this area is approximately 62,507 to 85,031 people (Table 3.1-2). 
 
Table 3.1-2. Land Area and Population Density with Waterfront Access at the New River 


Class 
Total Area 


(square miles) 
Area with Waterfront 


Access (square miles) 
Percent with 


Waterfront Access 


Population within 
Waterfront Access  


Size Class 


1 18.5 10.5 57% 26,300 


2 13.6 5.7 42% 21,517 


3 10.9 2.3 21% 14,533 


4 3.5 1.0 27% 8,323 


5 2.8 0.3 11% 3,097 
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Figure 3.1-2. New River Bridge Adjacent Land Use 
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Figure 3.1-3. New River Bridge Adjacent Population Density per Census Block 
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3.2 Marine Industry at New River Bridge 


The New River has a robust waterfront industry, with vessel traffic utilizing a broad array of public 
and private marine facilities including 12 marinas and four boat ramps, as well as four boat/yacht 
clubs, two waterfront restaurants and two waterfront hotels that cater to mariners (Figure 3.2-1). 
Additionally, residential and commercial development occurs along the navigable extent of the New 
River, which provides approximately 280 private slips and 3,750 private docks.4


 
This waterway 


overview provides a description of the navigable extent of the New River and a characterization of 
the vessel traffic, waterway facilities, and the current and proposed use of the river.  


3.2.1 Vessel Traffic Patterns 


Navigational constraints and regional land use dictate vessel traffic patterns on the New River. 
These factors result in varied navigational use of the New River, which is a travel corridor offering 
restaurants and entertainment venues that cater to marine vessels. Boating destinations on the New 
River include the Central Business District, Lauderdale Marine Center and the Port Everglades Inlet 
to the Atlantic Ocean.  


The New River going inbound (or upriver) starts at river markers 5 and 6. The river is approximately 
450 feet wide through marker 11 where the river makes an “S” turn to marker 12, known as the 
Tarpon Bend. Beyond marker 12 and into the Central Business District, the river is on average less 
than 150 feet wide, but can be as little as 100 feet wide at some narrower turns. This section of the 
river can be too narrow for larger vessels, which can include yachts up to 140 feet in length. Tow 
boats are often utilized to tow 100 foot yachts and larger vessels up and down the New River to and 
from several large boat yards that cater to yachts (e.g., Lauderdale Marine Center). All of the 
commercial vessels; such as the tour boats, tow boats and fuel barge boats; as well as bridges 
(including the FECR New River Bridge), monitor very high frequency (VHF) channel 9. From marker 
12, the New River runs about a quarter mile to the next bend.  
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Figure 3.2-1. Marinas and Commercial Docks Along New River 
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Approximately 0.3 miles upriver from the Southwest 4
th
 Avenue Bridge, the New River splits into the 


North Fork and South Fork. The North Fork of the New River is a shallow meandering tributary, 
bordered primarily by residences with private docks for approximately 1.5 miles before the waterway 
narrows into a canal that flows east along the south side of Sunrise Boulevard. The North Fork is 
primarily utilized as a travel corridor to and from residences Due to reduced depth and reach, the 
North Fork is less accessible to larger vessels. Additionally, the Broward Boulevard fixed bridge and 
the Southwest 11


th
 Avenue swing bridge both have clearances less than 5 feet, which limits larger 


vessels from traversing this area. 


The South Fork is a tributary that is generally wider than the North Fork, but can be narrow at river 
bends. The South Fork conveys most of the larger vessel traffic; primarily to the commercial 
boatyards located approximately 1.5 miles south of the river fork (refer to Figure 3.2-1). The Davie 
Boulevard Bridge, a bascule bridge that has a vertical clearance of 21 feet, is located approximately 
halfway from the river fork and commercial boatyards to the south. Boatyards are located on both 
the east and west side of the I-95 high-level fixed bridge (vertical clearance of 55 feet) and adjacent 
to the CSX Railroad Bridge. From these boatyards, the South Fork disperses into several inshore 
waterways. 


The inshore waterways of the New River are primarily comprised of a network of man-made canals. 
These canals function essentially as a travel corridor to and from small marinas, boat ramps, and 
waterfront residential facilities. Vessel traffic on these waterways is limited to smaller vessels along a 
relatively narrow waterway for passage to and from their destinations. These canals are maintained 
for navigability by the USACE and Florida Inland Navigation District. Navigation can be limited in the 
upper portions of the New River, particularly where canals cross underneath low clearance bridges.  


3.2.2 Vessel Registration and Population Trends 


Vessel registration information for Broward County from 2003 to 2013 was obtained from the Florida 
Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles, indicating an overall reduction in vessel 
registration of 15.1 percent over this period.


10
 Vessel registration grew by approximately 4.1 percent 


between 2003 and 2008; however, during the recession from 2009 to 2013, vessel registration 
declined by approximately 18.9 percent from 2006 levels, which represented the peak vessel 
registration for the study period.  
 
Broward County, home to 1.69 million people in 2003, had grown by approximately 5.1 percent to a 
population of 1.78 million people in 2013. The county’s population is projected to grow to 1.81 million 
people by 2016 and to 1.90 million by 2025.5 Most municipalities are forecast to experience steady 
growth; however, Fort Lauderdale and Hollywood show the greatest growth over the 25-year period 
due to future housing unit construction in each city’s downtown area.5 
 
Based on County population and vessel registration data for 2003 to 2013, 2.69% of the population 
is estimated to own/operate a vessel. This average number of registered vessels per capita was 
then compared to county population growth forecasts obtained from the Bureau of Economic and 
Business Research.5 Based on these population forecasts, it is anticipated that registered vessels in 
Broward County will increase to 48,629 by 2016 (Table 3.2-1). 
  


                                                   
10


 Florida Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles. 2014. Florida Vessel Owners Statistics: 2000-2013. 
Available at http://www.flhsmv.gov/dmv/vslfacts.html. Accessed 3 March 214. Online data available was only 
available back to 2000. Request for data prior to 2000 indicate that this information is no longer maintained by the 
State of Florida. 



http://www.flhsmv.gov/dmv/vslfacts.html.%20Accessed%203%20March%20214
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Table 3.2-1. Population and Vessel Registration in Broward County (2003 through 2016)Error! 
Bookmark not defined. 


Year 
Total 


Population 
Total  


Vessel Registration 
Percentage of Population with  


Registered Vessels 


2003 1,698,425 49,041 2.89% 


2004 1,723,131 49,470 2.87% 


2005 1,740,987 51,105 2.94% 


2006 1,753,162 51,375 2.93% 


2007 1,765,707 50,623 2.87% 


2008 1,758,494 51,057 2.90% 


2009 1,744,922 45,373 2.60% 


2010 1,748,066 42,976 2.46% 


2011 1,753,162 42,687 2.43% 


2012 1,771,099 42,131 2.38% 


2013 1,784,715 41,657 2.33% 


2016 (projected) 1,807,075 48,629 2.69% (11-year average) 


Source: Florida Office of Economic and Demographic Research, 2013. Based on the results from the Florida Demographic 
Estimating Conference, February 2013 and UF, BEBR, Florida Population Studies, Volume 46, Bulletin 165, March 2013 
medium county projections. 


3.2.3 Inventory of Waterway Features 


The Waterway Features Inventory of recreational and commercial boating access facilities includes 
boat ramps, marinas, dry storage facilities, anchorages, and commercial entities (Table 3.2-2). The 
number of waterfront residences with dockage or slips along the New River was also estimated. 
Additionally, a sampling procedure was utilized to estimate the number of wetslips and docks 
available at waterfront residential properties within the navigable extent of each waterway, extending 
inland from the Intracoastal Waterway. For the purposes of study, the New River was surveyed for 
the extent of its navigable area west of the operable bridge and east to the Intracoastal Waterway. 
 
Table 3.2-2. Overview of Waterway Features in Broward County and the New River 


Boating Facility Broward County New River 
Percent of Broward County Inventory on 


New River 


Marinas 


Marina 37 12 32.4% 


Private Club 9 4 44.4% 


Hotels/Restaurants 12 4 33.3% 


Boat Ramps 


Private 0 0 - 


Public 35 4 11.4% 


 


3.2.3.1 Marinas, Boat Ramps and Repair/ Support Facility Inventory 


The New River contains 12 public and private marinas. These marinas range in capacity from 5 slips 
to more than 190 slips, with an average of approximately 42 slips per marina. Marinas on the New 
River comprise approximately one third of all marinas in Broward County (Table 3.2-3). The largest 
concentration of marinas is located on the South Fork of the New River approximately two miles 
west of the New River Bridge.  
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Table 3.2-3. Overview of Waterway Features in the New River and Associated Waterways 


Boating Facility Number Slips  


Location Relative to 
New River FEC Corridor Railway Bridge 


East West 


Commercial Marina 9 502 2 7 


Public Marina 3 190 2 1 


Private Club 4 79 2 2 


Hotel/ Restaurant 4 47 4 - 


Total  20 818 10 10 


Source:  Florida Fish and Wildlife Research Institute, 2009 


 


Four locations on the New River have boat ramps (Table 3.2-4). All boat ramps on the New River 
are public, with three located west of the New River Bridge and one to the east. Only two 
anchorages occur in the vicinity of the New River, both located east of the New River Bridge. The 
New River, and Fort Lauderdale in general, are known for recreational vessel services, and contains 
a relatively high number of vessel and yacht service companies. Most of these vessel repair and 
service facilities are located west of the New River Bridge, particularly concentrated on the South 
Fork of the River. These commercial repair and support facilities provide a variety of services 
including vessel repair, cleaning, sales, and temporary dry docking. These services provide 
economic benefits to the City of Fort Lauderdale and the regional economy (refer to Section 3.2.2).  


Table 3.2-4. Boat Ramps, Anchorages, and Vessel Repair Facilities on the New River 


Boating Facility Number 


Location Relative to 
New River FEC Corridor Railway Bridge 


East West 


Boat Ramp 4 1 3 


Anchorage 2 2 - 


Repair/ Support Facilities 15 5 10 


Total 21 8 13 


Source: Florida Fish and Wildlife Research Institute, 2009 


 
3.2.3.2 Residential Boating Facility Inventory 


The New River and nearby area islands in the Intracoastal Waterway have a high number of 
residential waterfront properties and numerous residential neighborhoods with waterway access to 
the River. These parcels contain a large number of docks, while only approximately 6% contain a 
slip. Overall, approximately 89% of all waterfront properties contain either a dock or a slip 
(Table 3.2-5). The majority of the small private waterfront housing developments on the New River 
only meets the boating needs of the residences, and do not provide any public boating access. 
While secondary to marinas and other public marine facilities, an inventory of the docks and slips at 
waterfront housing developments is important to provide an overall picture of the complete marine 
industry and recreational use of the New River. Utilizing methodology provided in Section 2.1, the 
approximate number of docks and slips for single family, multi-family greater than 10, multi-family 
less than 10, and condominiums were counted or estimated (Table 3.2-5).  
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Table 3.2-5. Overview of Residential Boating Features of Waterfront Properties on the New River 


Land Use 


Total 
Waterfront 
Properties 


Estimated Properties 
with Docks 


Estimated Properties 
with Slips 


Estimated Properties 
with Docks or Slips 


Single Family 4,218 
3,627


a
 


(86%) 
169


a
 


(4%) 
3,796 
(90%) 


Multi Family <10 
Units 


194 
114


a
 


(59%) 
56


a
 


(29%) 
170 


(88%) 


Multi Family >10 
Units 


23 
4 


(17%) 
10 


(44%) 
14 


(61%) 


Condominiums 72 
5 


(7%) 
45 


(63%) 
50 


(70%) 


Total Waterfront 
Properties 


4,507 
3,750 
(83%) 


280 
(6%) 


4,030 
(89%) 


Note: 
a
 Estimated based on a percent of parcels with docks or slips from a random sample of 100 WFP parcels on the New 
River 


 
3.2.3.3 Purpose and Use of Navigation Infrastructure (Commercial versus Recreational 


Vessel Traffic) 


Navigation on the New River is predominantly recreational, with limited commercial and marine 
industry vessel traffic. The size of the waterway and adjacent land uses limit the extent of 
commercial marine activities on the New River. Commercial barge traffic primarily occurs in the 
vicinity of the Port of the Everglades. Inland commercial vessel activities are primarily associated 
with water taxi/bus, restaurant, and touring operations.  


3.2.4 Economic Analysis 


The total economic value of the marine industry along the New River is based on all marine related 
sales along this river, including those directly related to marine services (e.g., vessel sales, vessel 
repairs, recreational equipment) and those that are outside the marine industry but related to marine 
activity (e.g., sales of food and ice for boating trips). The type of sales that were considered in the 
marine industry include: 


 Vessel and yacht sales; 


 Vessel accessories and replacement parts (e.g., trailers, electronics); 


 Vessel services (e.g., repair, maintenance, interior design); 


 Vessel storage (e.g., marinas, onshore storage); 


 Sales at businesses frequented during boating trips (e.g., hotels and restaurants); 


 Recreational equipment and instruction (e.g., dive equipment, fishing tackle, water ski 
instruction); 


 Inland waterway businesses (e.g., water taxis and charter boats); and 


 Other miscellaneous costs (e.g., insurance, business/personal services). 


This analysis estimates the direct, indirect, and induced benefits of the marine industry to the local 
economy. In order to determine the direct economic value of the marine industry along the New 
River, the total direct economic value of the marine industry in Broward County was estimated, and 
then the relative percentage of the industry that can be attributed to the New River was applied. This 
value was then used to determine the resulting indirect and induced benefits. This analysis also 
considers the number of jobs that are supported by the economic activity associated with the marine 
industry along the New River. 


3.2.4.1 Economic Benefits of the Marine Industry in Broward County 


The direct economic value of the marine industry in Broward County was determined by updating the 
economic analysis performed by the State of Florida in 2011. The state’s study was updated from 
the base year of 2007, when the original study for Broward County was performed, to reflect the total 
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value of the industry in December 2013. The direct economic value of the marine industry 
associated with the New River includes all marine-related spending by the individuals and 
businesses utilizing the waterway. 


The direct benefits of the marine industry in Broward County were determined by escalating the 
values determined in the base year of 2007 in accordance with growth experienced between that 
time and December 2013. The gross sales in Kind Code 28 for Broward County declined by 5.17% 
in that period while gross sales across all Kind Codes in the state of Florida grew by 8.56%. In 
accordance with the methodology described in Section 2.2, retail sales were escalated by -5.17%, 
while port operations and non-marine benefits were escalated by 8.56%. As seen in Table 3.2-6, the 
resulting estimated total economic value of the marine industry (not including port tenants) in 
Broward County was $3,748.3 million, a decrease of $192.6 million (5%) from the 2007 value of 
$3,940.8 million. 


Table 3.2-6. Direct Benefits of the Marine Industry in Broward County 


Business Type 
2007 Marine 


Business Volume 
a
 


2013 Marine  
Business Volume 


Total Direct Benefits (marine only) $3,858,775,858  $3,659,190,239  


Non-marine Benefits (gas, food, drink, ice) $82,100,000  $89,131,273  


Total Marine and Non-marine Benefits $3,940,875,858  $3,748,321,512  


Source: Original 2007 marine business volume obtained from Appendix M of the Update of the Economic Benefits of the District’s 
Waterways in Florida, Main Report by the Florida Inland Navigation District, December 2011. Available at 
http://www.aicw.org/studies.jhtml?method=list 


Note: 
a 
Excludes receipts from port tenants since the port operations in Broward County are not associated with the New River. 


 


Due to indirect and induced effects of expenditures in the marine industry in Broward County, the 
total economic value of the industry is greater than the initial direct spending. The total economic 
value of the marine industry for Broward County, including direct, indirect, and induced effects, was 
generated by using IMPLAN economic modeling software for the 2007 data. Because the distribution 
of economic value is similar to the distribution at the time of the original study, the relative indirect 
and induced effects would also be similar. Therefore, extrapolating from the data obtained for the 
2007 model results, the estimated 2013 results show that the total value of the marine industry in 
Broward County is $5,268.0 million, with $3,748.3 million in direct sales, $820.2 million in indirect 
benefits, and $699.4 million in induced benefits (see Table 3.2-7). 


The economic activity associated with Broward County’s marine industry also supports local area 
employment, including jobs associated with the direct effects of spending in the industry as well as 
jobs associated with indirect and induced economic activity. These benefits, including both the 
number of jobs and personal income, were estimated using the same methodology of applying the 
2007 IMPLAN model run percentages to determine the total effects. The results show that direct 
spending in the marine industry supports 15,185 jobs and $638.7 million in personal income. 
Additionally, the total spending associated with the marine industry, including direct, indirect, and 
induced effects, supports 27,592 jobs and $1,186.8 million in personal income (see Table 3.2-7). 


Table 3.2-7. Direct, Indirect, and Induced Benefits of the Marine Industry in Broward County 


Benefit 


Original 2007 Model Results Estimated 2013 Figures 


Direct Indirect Induced Total Direct Indirect Induced Total 


Business Volume  
(in millions) 


$4,325.8 $946.6 $807.2 $6,079.6 $3,748.3 $820.2 $699.4 $5,267.9 


Personal Income  
(in millions) 


$737.1 $364.2 $268.3 $1,369.6 $638.7 $315.6 $232.5 $1,186.8 


Employment 17,524 7,415 6,904 31,843 15,185 6,425 5,982 27,592 


Source: Original 2007 model results obtained from Appendix M of the Update of the Economic Benefits of the District’s Waterways 
in Florida, Main Report by the Florida Inland Navigation District, December 2011. Available at 
http://www.aicw.org/studies.jhtml?method=list 


 



http://www.aicw.org/studies.jhtml?method=list

http://www.aicw.org/studies.jhtml?method=list
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3.2.4.2 Economic Benefits of the Marine Industry associated with the New River 


The New River represents approximately 32.7% ($1,723.7 million) of the marine activity and 
economic value in Broward County, excluding port activities. This total value is comprised of 
$1,226.5 million in direct expenditures, $268.4 in indirect effects, and $228.9 million in induced 
effects. This activity supports a total of 9,028 jobs and $388.3 million in personal income (see 
Table 3.2-8). 


Table 3.2-8. Direct, Indirect, and Induced Benefits of the Marine Industry along the New River 


Benefit Direct Indirect Induced Total 


Business Volume (in millions) $1,226.5 $268.4 $228.9 $1,723.7 


Personal Income (in millions) $209.0 $103.3 $76.1 $388.3 


Employment 4,968 2,102 1,957 9,028 


Source: Original 2007 model results obtained from Appendix M of the Update of the Economic Benefits of the District’s Waterways 
in Florida, Main Report by the Florida Inland Navigation District, December 2011. Available at 
http://www.aicw.org/studies.jhtml?method=list 


 


3.2.5 Public Outreach 


Since AAF made the first public announcement of its proposed passenger rail Project in Florida, a 
comprehensive public engagement strategy has been employed. A series of meetings, briefings, 
speeches and telephone calls with stakeholders, community leaders, neighborhood leaders and 
elected officials have been ongoing and will continue. AAF has participated in more than 300 
meetings with residents, business and community leaders, and public agencies throughout the State. 
Further to these efforts that began in March 2012, AAF has undertaken earlier coordination efforts to 


work proactively with federal, state and local agencies (e.g., FRA, USACE, USCG, SFWMD, etc.). 
Public outreach activities in Broward County, particularly in the vicinity of the New River, are 
provided in Tables 3.2-9 and 3.2-10. Additionally, the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) scoping 
meeting and meetings that specifically addressed navigation issues on the New River are outlined in 
Table 3.2-9.  


Table 3.2-9. Community Outreach Data (page 1 of 4) 


Presentation Made To Type of Event 


April 2012 


City of Fort Lauderdale Briefing - Lee Feldman, City Manager 


Broward County Call - Commissioner Kristin Jacobs 


Florida Minority Firms  Presentation – Coordinated by United States 
Congresswoman Corrine Brown 


May 2012 


Broward County Meeting - Bertha Henry, County Administrator 


Broward Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) Presentation – Board Meeting 


Central Florida Partnership Presentation – Board Meeting 


City of Fort Lauderdale/ Broward County Briefing - Lee Feldman, City Manager 
Bertha Henry, County Administrator 
Chris Walton, Transit Director 


City of Fort Lauderdale Follow Up - Lee Feldman, City Manager 
Planning Staff: Diana Alarcon, Sharon Dreesen, Jenni 
Morejon 


Broward County Briefing - Bertha Henry, County Administrator 


Fort Lauderdale Downtown Development Authority (DDA) Briefing - Chris Wren, Executive Director 


South Florida Regional Planning Council Presentation – monthly board meeting 


South Florida Regional Transportation Authority (SFRTA) Joseph Giuletti, Executive Director, & Staff 


Transit Oriented Development Briefing - Tony Brown, Executive Director 
Commissioner Lowe 
Scott Evans, Planning Director 



http://www.aicw.org/studies.jhtml?method=list
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Table 3.2-9. Community Outreach Data (page 2 of 4) 


Presentation Made To Type of Event 


June 2012 


Center for Urban Transportation Research Meeting - Jason Bittner 


Citizen’s Independent Transportation Trust Meeting - Charles Scurr, Executive Director 


FL House of Representatives Meeting - Rep. Lori Berman 


July 2012 


Broward County Planning Council Briefing - Henry Sniezek, Executive Director 


Florida Coalition of Railroad Passengers Presentation – Spring/Summer meeting 


City of Fort Lauderdale Briefing – Jenni Morejon, Deputy Director 
Renee Cross, Senior Transportation Planner 
Diana Alarcon, Transportation & Mobility Director 
Kevin Walford, Transportation Planner 


Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) - District 5 Meeting - Secretary Noranne Downs 


Floridians for Better Transportation Presentation – 2012 Transportation Summit 


Fort Lauderdale City Commission Presentation – monthly City Commission meeting 
with all city commissioners 


United State Department of Transportation (USDOT) Meeting - Secretary Ray LaHood 


August 2012 


Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), 
USACE, SFWMD, St. Johns River Water Management 
District (SJRWMD) and others 


Tiger Team Meetings (held monthly) 


Broward County Senior Staff Meeting 
 


Environmental Group Meeting Meeting with: 
Everglades Foundation 
Audubon Society 
Florida Conservation Council 
Sierra Club 


Myregion.org Presentation – monthly board meeting 


Greater Fort Lauderdale Alliance Meeting – Boating 
Community 


Meeting with: 
Greater Fort Lauderdale Alliance 
Fort Lauderdale DDA 
Broward MPO 
Lauderdale Marine Center 
Stiles 
Marine Advisory Board 
Ward’s Marine Electric 
Riverfront Marina, Cymbal Development  
Winterfest 
Tow Boat US Fort Lauderdale 
City of Fort Lauderdale 
Roscioli Yacht Center 
Bradford Marine  
Fiberglass Coating 
Frank & Jimmies Propeller, Neptune Boat Lift 


Broward County Commissioners Individual briefings with:  
Dale Holness,  
Barbara Sharief, and  
Ilene Lieberman 


September 2012 


City of Hollywood, FL Briefing - Mayor Peter Bober and staff 


Broward County Planning and Environmental Regulation 
Division 


Pre-application meeting 


Florida East Coast Railway Society Presentation – historical society 


Greater Fort Lauderdale Alliance Presentation – Corporate Council 


Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council (TCRPC) Presentation – monthly board meeting 
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Table 3.2-9. Community Outreach Data (page 3 of 4) 


Presentation Made To Type of Event 


October 2012 


USCG Pre-application meeting 


United States House of Representatives Subcommittee 
on Railroads, Pipelines, & Hazardous Materials 


Briefing- Joyce Rose 


Southeast Florida Transportation Council Presentation – scheduled board meeting  


Tom Gustafson Briefing – Florida House of Representatives 
candidate 


City of Delray Beach Briefing – Mayor Woodie McDuffie 


November 2012 


Marine Industries Association of South Florida (MIASF) Boat tour – MIASF representatives and the City of 
Fort Lauderdale 


City of Fort Lauderdale Briefing –Lee Feldman, City Manager 


City of Fort Lauderdale  Briefing – Mayor Jack Seiler 


December 2012 


South Florida Regional Planning Council Presentation – Monthly board meeting 


Sun Sentinel Editorial board 


United States House of Representatives Briefing – Congressman Mario Diaz Balart 


FL House of Representatives Briefing – Representative Will Weatherford 


Broward County Meeting – Bertha Henry, County Administrator 


January 2013 


Broward MPO Briefing – Greg Stuart, Executive Director, and James 
Cromar, Planner 


Broward County Planning and Environmental Regulation 
Division 


Permit review meeting 
 


Environmental groups Meeting: Everglades Foundation 
Audubon Society 
1,000 Friends of Florida 


National Railroad Construction Conference Presentation – yearly conference 


MIASF Briefing – Kristy Hebert, President, and Patience 
Cohn 


February 2013 


Broward County Briefing – Commissioner Sue Gunzburger 


Florida Chamber of Commerce – Transportation Summit Presentation – Mobility and Investment Strategies 
Panel  


City of Fort Lauderdale Presentation – Marine Advisory Board 


United States House of Representatives Transportation & 
Infrastructure Committee – Subcommittee on Railroads, 
Pipelines, and Hazardous Materials 


Briefing - Mike Friedberg, Staff Director, and Fred 
Miller, Counsel 


Broward County Meeting - Bertha Henry, County Administrator, and 
staff 


Brevard County Briefing – Commissioner Trudie Infantini 


Brevard County Briefing – Commissioner Mary Bolin Lewis (staff) 


March 2013 


Broward County Briefing – Commissioner Martin David Kiar 


Broward County Briefing – Commissioner Stacey Ritter 


April 2013 


Biscayne Gardens Civic Association Presentation – monthly neighborhood meeting 


Village of Biscayne Park Briefing – Mayor Noah Jacobs and Manager Anna 
Garcia 


Fort Lauderdale Economic Development Advisory Board Presentation –monthly board meeting 


AAF/Broward County Marine Advisory Committee Presentation/Meeting – first meeting of a group 
convened by AAF to discuss and reach solutions on 
marine industry concerns 


Life Sciences South Florida Executive Committee Presentation –monthly board meeting 
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Table 3.2-9. Community Outreach Data (page 4 of 4) 


Presentation Made To Type of Event 


April 2013 (continued) 


Mayors Mean Business – Florida League of Mayors Presentation – more than 50 mayors at annual Florida 
League of Mayors meeting 


City of Dania Beach Briefing – Vice Mayor Al Jones, Community 
Redevelopment Agency (CRA) Director Jeremy Earle, 
Economic Development Manager Dan Murphy 


City of Hollywood Briefing – Commissioner/Broward MPO Chair Richard 
Blattner, Public Works Director Sylvia Glazer, Director 
of Parking & Intergovernmental Affairs Lorie Mertens-
Black 


Notice of Intent published April 15, 2013 initiated EIS scoping process 


May 2013 


Broward County Briefing – Vice Mayor Barbara Sharief (staff) 


Broward County Briefing – Commissioner Chip LaMarca 


City of Fort Lauderdale Briefing – Commissioner Dean Trantalis 


EIS Process scoping meeting/open house Public meeting – Miami (Section 2.2.5) 


EIS Process scoping meeting/open house Public meeting – West Palm Beach (Section 2.2.5) 


EIS Process scoping meeting/open house Public meeting – Fort Pierce (Section 2.2.5) 


City of Fort Lauderdale Briefing – Vice Mayor Bruce Roberts 


Broward County NAACP Briefing – Greg Durden 


City of Pompano Beach Briefing – Mayor Lamar Fisher 


Flagler Village Civic Association Presentation – monthly neighborhood association 
meeting (Fort Lauderdale) 


Efficient Transportation for the Community Presentation – monthly board meeting 


EIS Process scoping meeting/open house Public meeting – Fort Lauderdale (Section 2.2.5) 


June 2013 


Florida Planning & Zoning Association Presentation at yearly conference 


Mayor Steve Abrams’ Roundtable District 4 
Mayors/Managers meeting 


Presentation to mayors and city managers from 
coastal cities in District 4 in Palm Beach County  


City of Fort Lauderdale Briefing – Commissioner Romney Rogers 


City of Pompano Beach Briefing – Vice Mayor George Brummer 


City of Dania Beach Briefing – Mayor Walter Duke 


AAF sponsored Minority, Disadvantaged and Women-
owned Business Enterprises (MBE/DBE/WBE) and 
veteran-owned small business (VOSB) and service-
disabled veteran-owned small business (SDVOSB) 
Outreach Forum 


Events held in Central and South Florida so 
DBE/MBE/WBE firms could discuss potential teaming 
opportunities with potential prime contractors 


United States House of Representatives Briefing – Congresswoman Corrine Brown 


July 2013 


FL House of Representatives Briefing – Representative David Richardson 


Village of Biscayne Park Presentation – monthly commission meeting 


Black Archives Briefing – Dr. Dorothy Fields, Founder 


AFL-CIO Miami Briefing – Ellis Canty, Board Member 


October 2013 


City of Fort Lauderdale Monthly meeting -Marine Advisory Committee 
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Table 3.2-10. Letters and Agreements of Support 


Date Document; Entity Signatory 


May 10, 2012 
Resolution No. 05-01-12; DDA of Fort 
Lauderdale 


Gregory Durden, Chairman; Chris Wren, 
Executive Director 


July 24, 2012 
Memorandum of Understanding; City of 
West Palm Beach 


Geraldine Muoio, Mayor 


July 24, 2012 Letter of Support; Broward MPO Gregory Stuart, Executive Director 


July 24, 2012 
Letter of Support; South Florida 
Regional Planning Council 


James F. Murley, Executive Director 


July 24, 2012 
Letter of Support; Hialeah Chamber of 
Commerce & Industries 


Mandy Llanes, Chairman 


July 24, 2012 
Letter of Support; Greater Fort 
Lauderdale Alliance, Broward County 


Bob Swindell, President and CEO 


July 25, 2012 
Letter of Support; Coral Gables 
Chamber of Commerce 


Mark A. Trowbridge, President and CEO 


July 25, 2012 Letter of Support; TCRPC Michael J. Busha, AICP, Executive Director 


July 31, 2012 Letter of Support; Broward County Bertha W. Henry 


July 31, 2012 
Letter of Support, Florida Chamber of 
Commerce 


David A. Hart, Executive Vice President 


 


3.2.5.1 Fort Lauderdale EIS Scoping 


The public scoping meeting to support preparation of the EIS was held at Holiday Park Social 
Center, 1150 G. Harold Martin Drive, Fort Lauderdale from 3:30 to 7:00 pm on May 29, 2013. Eighty 
(80) persons attended the meeting, and most of those indicated they were representing a local 
government agency, business, or homeowner association. Approximately 13 persons indicated they 
were not representing any organization. Twenty (20) attendees submitted either comments or 
completed a survey questionnaire.


11
  


Public participants in the Fort Lauderdale meeting expressed concern regarding potential for 
adverse economic impacts on Fort Lauderdale’s recreational boaters and marine industry due to 
more frequent crossings of the FECR operable bridge across the New River near the proposed 
station. Five (5) people addressed this topic at the meeting while an additional comment was 
received by email. Both traffic and boater congestion and public safety were a concern with respect 
to grade crossings in Fort Lauderdale, with specific concern regarding frequency of closing at 
Broward Boulevard and the New River Bridge.  


3.2.6 Additional Public Comments 


Additional comments delivered by mail or email were received during the scoping process. The FRA 
received an email from John R. Fiore, Associate Planner; Liaison, Broward County Marine Advisory 
Committee; Broward County Parks and Recreation Division. The comment sent on April 25, 2013 
raised a concern that increased rail traffic on the FECR operable bridge across the New River in Fort 
Lauderdale will cause delays and boating safety hazards for recreational and commercial boaters 
using the New River waterway.  


3.2.6.1 Marine Advisory Board Meeting, Fort Lauderdale  


AAF presented to the City of Fort Lauderdale Marine Advisory Board in Fort Lauderdale, Florida on 
Thursday, February 7, 2013. The meeting took place at 6:00 pm in the 8


th
 Floor Conference Room of 


100 North Andrews Avenue. After the presentation by AAF staff, several members of the Marine 
Advisory Board expressed concerns related to additional closure of the New River Bridge and 
associated effects to marine traffic. Members wanted to know how long the New River Bridge would 


                                                   
11


 Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. (VHB). June 28, 2013. Scoping Report for All Aboard Florida Intercity Passenger 
Rail Project – Orlando to Miami. Prepared for Federal Railroad Administration 
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need to be down per crossing and per day. In addition, the inability to provide exact schedules for 
freight crossings due to irregular freight service was raised as an issue for marine traffic. The 
possible use of a bridge tender was also discussed.  


Private citizens at the meeting had additional concerns related to safety in the event of marine 
emergencies as well as the effects of bridge closures on public events such as the Winterfest Boat 
Parade. A representative of the Marine Industries Association of South Florida (MIASF) expressed 
appreciation for the continuing dialogue and attention to the concerns of MIASF given by the AAF 
Project staff.  


At the conclusion of the meeting, the marine Advisory Board passed a motion stating strong 
concerns over impacts to river traffic, especially for vessels traveling to Marina Mile boatyards and 
requesting AAF to continue dialogue with the City and marine interests (including MIASF) to ensure 
impacts are minimized and mitigated. 


3.2.6.2 Broward County Marine Advisory Committee Meeting 


The AAF Project was presented to the Broward County Marine Advisory Committee in Wilton 
Manors, Florida on Thursday, October 3, 2013. The meeting took place at 2:00 pm at the Island City 
Park Preserve located at 823 N.E 28


th
 Street. After the presentation, the Committee expressed 


concern over long wait times for vessels during crossings.  


3.3 Summary of Vessel Traffic Survey at New River 


Vessel traffic was summarized at the New River Bridge and surrounding areas, including peak travel 
seasons, months, days, and times; vertical clearance; and nearby bridges over the New River. This 
summary includes a literature review of existing vessel traffic studies, and vessel traffic extracted 
from 2014 FECR’s video recordings, and a live feed of the bridge. These combined data was used to 
analyze vessel activity within the New River and provides the information necessary to estimate 
impacts related to increased train traffic and associated closures of the New River Bridge. The 
information gathered from previous vessel studies along the New River was summarized and used 
in conjunction with vessel traffic data collected from the videos to evaluate changes in vessel traffic 
from 2004 to 2014, and to determine reliability of previous navigation studies to determine 
socioeconomic effects of the Proposed Action. 


3.3.1 Literature Review Vessel Traffic Surveys 


Vessel traffic studies along the New River have been conducted in 2004-2005
12


, 2009
13


 and 2011
9
. 


These studies include aerial and fixed point surveys, and provide estimated morning and afternoon 
vessel trends as well as seasonal trends separated by weekdays and weekends. Figure 3.3-1 
depicts the locations for these studies.  


3.3.1.1 Broward County Vessel Study 


A vessel traffic study was conducted in Broward County via aerial surveys between May 7, 2004 and 
January 24, 2005.


12 
Fixed point surveys were conducted via field team observers at Colee Hammock 


Park to record vessel traffic along the New River passing the park. Colee Hammock Park is located 
approximately 1.2 miles east of the existing New River Bridge (Figure 3.3-1). Observations were 
conducted on both weekdays and weekends throughout the summer and winter of 2004 and 2005. 
The data recorded during this period showed the number of average daily vessels observed during 
the summer were 224 for weekdays, and 591 for weekends, with a weekend/weekday ratio of 2.6 


                                                   
12 


Gorzelany, Jay F. 2005. MOTE Marine Laboratory. Recreational Boat Traffic Surveys of Broward County, Florida. 
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation, Final Report 


13
 Gannett Fleming. 2009. South Florida East Coast Corridor Transit Analysis Study Phase 2 Navigable Waterway 
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(Table 3.3-1). There were more vessels observed during the winter as compared to the summer, 
with an average of 340 vessels during weekdays and an average of 846 vessels observed during 
weekends. More vessels were observed on average in the afternoon as compared to the morning 
during both the summer and winter with 495 and 841 vessels, respectively. On average, peak vessel 
traffic appears to occur on Sundays with 442 vessels observed while Saturday counts averaged 277 
vessels (Table 3.3-2). However, it is worth mentioning that the number of vessels observed in this 
study only reflect traffic east of the New River Bridge and not the number of vessels directly crossing 
New River Bridge. 


 
Table 3.3-1. Summary of Vessel Traffic Observed at Colee Hammock Park in the New River East of the 


New River Bridge Collected via Video Cameras (2004 and 2005) Summarized by Season 
and by Time of Day 


Season 
Weekday 
(Average) 


Weekend 
(Average) 


Ratio 
(WE/WD) 


Morning (am) 
(8:00 am to 11:59 am) 


Afternoon (pm) 
(Noon to 3:00 pm) 


Ratio 
(pm/am) 


Summer 224 591 2.6 320 495 1.5 


Winter 340 846 2.5 345 841 2.4 


Source: Modified from Tables 10 and 11 from Gorzelany 2005
12


 
Notes: WD = Weekday; WE = Weekend 


 


Table 3.3-2. Summary of Vessel Traffic Observed at Colee Hammock Park in the New River East of the 
FECR Bridge Collected via Field Observers (2004 and 2005) Summarized by Day of the 
Week 


Day Number of Days Observed Average 


Sunday 2 442 


Monday 1 87 


Tuesday 1 167 


Wednesday 1 173 


Thursday - - 


Friday 1 137 


Saturday 2 277 


Source: Modified from Tables 1 and 2 from Gorzelany, 2005
12


 


 







 Navigation Discipline Report For the AAF Passenger Rail Project from Orlando to Miami, Florida 
AMEC Project No. 6063120212 July 2014 


 


 3-21 AMEC 


Figure 3.3-1. New River Vessel Survey Location 
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This study also conducted aerial flight surveys to assess vessel traffic trends for all of Broward 
County.


12
 Aerial surveys were conducted from May 2004 to January 2005 to estimate weekday and 


weekend vessel trends as well as trends throughout the week separated by morning and afternoon 
(Table 3.3-3). This study indicates that peak vessel activity occurs in the afternoon between noon 
and 3 pm with an average of 118 vessels counted on weekdays and an average of 347 vessels 
counted on weekends. Peak weekday vessel traffic occurs on Fridays with an average of 
142 vessels, whereas weekend traffic peaks occur on Sundays with an average of 501 vessels. 
Morning vessel activity is considerably lower for both weekdays and weekends with 91 and 176 
vessels observed, respectively (Table 3.3-3). 


Table 3.3-3. Total Number of Vessels Observed in Broward County via Aerial Surveys Conducted in 
2004 and 2005 


 


Morning (am)  
(8:00am to 11:59 am) 


Afternoon (pm) 
(Noon to 3:00 pm) 


Ratio 
(pm/am) 


Total 


Number Days 
Observed 


Average 
per day 


Number days 
Observed 


Average 
per day 


Number days 
Observed 


Average 
per day 


Weekday verses Weekend Summary 


Weekday 4 91 4 118 1.3     


Weekend 4 176 4 347 2.0     


Weekly Summary  


Sunday 1 191 2 501 2.6 3 398 


Monday 1 63 1 79 1.3 2 71 


Tuesday - - - - - - - 


Wednesday 1 97 1 128 1.3 2 113 


Thursday 1 106 1 123 1.2 2 115 


Friday 1 97 1 142 1.5 2 120 


Saturday 3 171 3 304 1.8 6 237 


Source: Modified from Tables 1 and 2 from Gorzelany, 2005
12


 
Notes: WD = Weekday; WE = Weekend 


 
3.3.1.2 New River Vessel Survey and Preliminary Bridge Opening Analysis 


A vessel survey was conducted in April 2011, for the section of the New River upstream of the New 
River Bridge to I-95 on the South Fork, and Broward Boulevard on the North Fork.9 The purpose of 
this study was to evaluate vessel traffic that would require the opening of operable bridges east of 
the New River Bridge crossing, towards the Intracoastal Waterway, in Fort Lauderdale, Florida. 
Focus was placed primarily on vessels with vertical clearances higher than those of the Southeast 
3


rd
 Avenue Bridge (16 feet) and the Andrews Avenue Bridge (21 feet).  


Results from this study show that 425 vessels upstream of the Southeast 3rd Avenue Bridge and 
Andrews Avenue Bridge would require bridge openings. Based on analysis of the confirmed vessel 
heights surveyed during February 2011, the most common vessel height requiring opening of the 
Southeast 3


rd
 Avenue Bridge is 59 feet. Vessel heights requiring the majority of openings range from 


50 to 70 feet. The most common vessel heights requiring opening of the Andrews Avenue Bridge are 
over 55 feet. Vessel heights requiring the majority of openings include the vessel heights mentioned 
above, as well as those vessels with a 64 foot vessel height.


9
 


Estimates of the total number of vessels in the navigable waterways upstream of the Southeast 3rd 
Avenue Bridge (extending to the water control structures), and the number of vessels that appeared 
to have a vertical clearance requirement greater than 20 feet were approximated from aerial 
photography taken March 26, 2011. Downstream of I-95 (and Broward Boulevard on the North Fork) 
were approximately 1,186 vessels, approximately 484 (41%) of which appeared to have a vertical 
clearance requirement greater than 20 feet. Upstream of I-95 (and Broward Boulevard on the North 
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Fork) were approximately 1,406 vessels, approximately 289 (21%) of which appeared to have a 
vertical clearance requirement greater than 20 feet.


9 


3.3.1.3 South Florida East Coast Corridor Transit Analysis Study – Phase 2 Navigable 
Waterway Analysis Technical Memorandum 


A navigable waterway analysis was published by Gannett Fleming in November 2009, which 
evaluated the vessel traffic traversing bridges along the New River, based on preliminary studies 
from 1999 and 2009. The January 1999 vessel survey at the CSX Railway crossing of the South 
Fork determined approximately 170 vessels pass underneath this bridge with the tallest vessel 
height reaching 48 feet. Based on personal communication from the USCG, under low tide vessels 
with heights close to 55 feet can transit under the CSX Bridge. The CSX Railway Bridge remains in 
the open position similar to New River Bridge and closes to facilitate train passage on an as-needed 
basis. Vertical clearance in the western reaches of the South Fork is restricted to 55 feet due to the 
I-95 fixed bridge. A field study conducted in March 2009 surveyed the vertical heights of the tallest 
sailing vessels moored between the Andrews Avenue Bridge and the New River Bridge, finding an 
average height of 54.5 feet. Based on interviews conducted during March 2009 with local marine 
businesses, River Bend Marine Center and Storm Rigging, the most common vertical clearance of 
sailing vessels coming for service were 60 feet and 63.5 feet, respectively. Although the charted 
clearance of the power cables west of New River Bridge is 80 feet, Storm Rigging indicated that the 
cables are actually at 105 feet, and therefore vessels reaching 95 feet in height can pass through the 
area, particularly during low tide.  


3.3.2 2014 Vessel Traffic Survey  


Video recordings from a camera placed by the New River Bridge were provided by FECR. These 
videos consist of two full consecutive weeks of the peak season for vessel traffic, from January 14


th
 


to the 27
th
, 2014 and were assessed to extract data of vessel traffic traversing the New River Bridge 


during daylight hours (from 6:00 am through 6:30 pm each day). In addition, this section summarizes 
vessel traffic data and traffic characteristics extracted from a survey of a live feed of the New River 
Bridge, February 2014. 


3.3.2.1 Summary of Vessel Traffic Traversing New River FEC Bridge 


New River Bridge 2014 Video Assessment 


Based on the January 2014 FECR video, an average of 157 vessel crossings occurred at the New 
River Bridge (Min=99; Max=289) on a daily basis (6:00 am to 6:30 pm) from Monday through Friday 
compared to an average of 356 vessels (Min=262; Max=508) per day on a weekend day 
(Table 3.3-4). Both Sundays observed during this two week video assessment (January 19 and 
January 26) had the most vessel activity, with a total 304 and 508 vessel counts from 6:00 am to 
6:30 pm, respectively. Wednesdays and Thursdays reported the lowest vessel activity with an 
average of 114 and 136 vessel counts, respectively. The average vessel count for Monday is likely 
higher than typical since it included data from January 20, 2014, which is a holiday. 


The average count of commercial vessels per day ranged from 29 to 59 (Figure 3.3-1). An increase 
in commercial crossings during the weekend was not observed during this two week assessment, 
but lower vessel counts were observed during Monday and Friday, with an average vessel count of 
29 and 33 vessels, respectively. An average count of recreational vessels per day ranged from 64 to 
356, with lower traffic during Wednesday and Thursday and an increase in vessel traffic of 
approximately 64% during the weekend (Figure 3.3-2). 
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Table 3.3-4. Vessel Traffic at New River Bridge Based on FECR Video Assessment from January 2014 


Week Day Date 


Vessel Traffic at New River Bridge
a
 


Total 


Percent of 
Commercial 
Vessels/day 


Percent of 
Recreational 
Vessels/day 


Morning 
 (6:00 AM-9:59 AM ) 


Noon 
(10:00 AM-1:59 PM) 


Afternoon to Overnight  
(2:00 PM-5:59 AM) 


Commercial Recreational Commercial Recreational Commercial Recreational 


Tuesday 1/14/2014 4 13 21 60 22 57 177 26.6% 73.4% 


Wednesday 1/15/2014 9 9 20 21 20 20 99 49.5% 50.5% 


Thursday 1/16/2014 7 8 17 22 24 32 110 43.6% 56.4% 


Friday 1/17/2014 5 5 10 58 12 64 154 17.5% 82.5% 


Saturday 1/18/2014 5 19 13 77 16 132 262 13.0% 87.0% 


Sunday 1/19/2014 9 9 19 106 19 147 309 15.2% 84.8% 


Monday 1/20/2014 6 16 17 113 18 119 289 14.2% 85.8% 


Tuesday 1/21/2014 26 13 22 46 22 21 150 46.7% 53.3% 


Wednesday 1/22/2014 10 6 19 34 22 38 129 39.5% 60.5% 


Thursday 1/23/2014 7 6 24 35 28 61 161 36.6% 63.4% 


Friday 1/24/2014 4 7 18 39 17 55 140 27.9% 72.1% 


Saturday 1/25/2014 18 9 29 100 16 172 344 18.3% 81.7% 


Sunday 1/26/2014 9 30 18 155 31 265 508 11.4% 88.6% 


Monday 1/27/2014 9 10 8 10 ND ND 37 45.9% 54.1% 


Notes:
 a 


Vessel traffic was assessed primarily during January daylight hours (from 6:00am to 6:30pm), but casual observations late at night were also recorded; ND=no data 
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Figure 3.3-2. Average Vessel Count Traversing the New River Bridge 
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New River Bridge 2014 Live Video Feed Survey 


The average vessel count observed during the February 2014 New River live feed observations was 
lower than values obtained from the January 2014 New River Bridge video assessment 
(Table 3.3-5). However, the density of traffic was similar throughout the week, with lower vessel 
traffic on Thursdays and an increase in vessel traffic over the weekend. A higher traffic of 
recreational vessels was observed compared to commercial vessels. Most commercial vessel trips 
account for those made by taxi boats, the Jungle Queen, a sightseeing riverboat cruise, and towing 
services (Table 3.3-6). 


Table 3.3-5. Vessel Traffic at New River Bridgea Observed During Survey of Live Video Feed 
Assessment 


Day Number of Vessels (am) Number of Vessels (pm) Number of Vessels per day 


Tuesday ND 102 102 


Thursday 16 67 83 


Friday ND 94 94 


Saturday 85 305 390 


Sunday 96 297 393 


Notes: 
a 
Vessel traffic was assessed during January daylight hours, from 6:00am to 6:30pm; ND = no data 


 


Table 3.3-6. Commercial Vessel Traffic at New River Bridge Observed During Live Video Feed 
Assessment on February 13, 2014 


3.4 Summary of Bridge Operation at New River 


This section includes data gathered through existing bridge operation studies at and near the New 
River Bridge, bridge operation surveys performed from the live feed and the current and projected 
operations schedule for freight and passenger traffic provided by AAF. These data are summarized 
herein and will be used to assess projected changes in maritime traffic. 


3.4.1 Literature Review of Bridge Operation Studies 


Bridge operation studies along the New River were conducted in 2009
13


 and 2011
9
. These studies 


include aerial surveys, along with fixed point surveys and provide average weekly and monthly 
bridge operation/openings as well as vertical clearances for bridges along the New River. 


3.4.2 New River Vessel Survey and Preliminary Bridge Opening Analysis 


A vessel survey and bridge opening analysis was conducted in April 2011 for the section of the New 
River upstream of the FECR Bridge to I-95 on the South Fork, and Broward Boulevard on the North 
Fork.


9
 The purpose of this study was to evaluate vessel traffic that would require the opening of 


operable bridges east of the New River Bridge crossing, towards the Intracoastal Waterway, in Fort 
Lauderdale, Florida. 


Bridge operation based on tender log data was used to determine the frequency of openings at the 
Southeast 3rd Avenue and Andrews Avenue bridges. A summary of the estimated number of 
openings per day of the week for each of these bridges is described in Table 3.4-1.9 In addition, the 
data demonstrate that in 2011 the Southeast 3rd Avenue Bridge was opened 10,821 times. Peak 
opening times occurred on Friday, Saturday, and Sunday with approximately 32, 33, and 31 daily 
openings, respectively (Table 3.1-1). The average bridge openings per day, week and month at the 
Southeast 3rd Avenue Bridge was approximately 30, 210 and 900 respectively. The Andrews 


Vessel Type 


Number of Trips 


Morning Afternoon 


Water taxi 4 11 


Jungle Queen 0 2 


Towing service 1 4 
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Avenue Bridge was opened 9,803 times during 2011, with peak opening times occurring on Friday 
and Saturday with approximately 31 and 29 daily openings, respectively. The average bridge 
openings per day, week and month at the Andrews Avenue Bridge was approximately 27, 190 and 
820 respectively.  


Table 3.4-1. Average Number of Openings per day at the Southeast 3rd Avenue Bridge and Andrews 
Avenue Bridge, April 2011 


Bridge Name 


Number of Bridge Openings 


Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 


Southeast 3rd Avenue Bridge 31 30 30 28 29 32 33 


Andrews Avenue Bridge 27 28 28 25 27 31 29 


Source: Modified from RS&H, 20129 


 


The 2011 opening logs for the Andrews Avenue Bridge and Southeast 3rd Avenue Bridge from the 
Broward County Highway and Bridge Maintenance Division record the date, time and vessel that the 
bridge was opened for, as well as the vessel name and direction of the vessel, if available. Based on 
review of the opening logs, February was the month with greatest number of openings at both 
bridges. The estimated average number of daily openings by month for the Andrews Avenue Bridge 
and Southeast 3rd Avenue Bridge for the 2011 calendar year is summarized in Table 3.4-2.  


Table 3.4-2. Average Number of Daily Openings per month at the Andrews Avenue Bridge and 
Southeast 3rd Avenue Bridge, Calendar Year 2011 


Bridge Name 


Average Number of Daily Bridge Openings 


Jan Feb March April May June July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 


Southeast 3rd 
Avenue Bridge 


29 34 34 32 34 27 26 27 23 34 32 34 


Andrews Avenue 
Bridge 


27 30 29 29 30 27 26 26 23 28 29 31 


Source: Modified from RS&H, 2012
9
 


3.4.3 South Florida East Coast Corridor Transit Analysis Study – Phase 2 Navigable 
Waterway Analysis Technical Memorandum 


A navigable waterway analysis was published by Gannett Fleming in November 2009 concerning 
bridge operations along the New River for the Andrews Avenue Bridge and the New River Bridge.


13
 


Based on data collected on November 2008, an estimated average of 11 freight trains crossed the 
New River daily and those trains accounted for an average bridge closure time of 3.4 hours per day. 
Depending on the number of freight trains and the train’s length, closure times ranged from 1.5 
hours to almost 6 hours per day.


13
 Weekday closures were found to be longer than weekend 


closures (4 hours as opposed to 2 hours, respectively).
13


 


The number of openings in one-hour periods throughout the day, as well as the average number of 
openings per day was determined based on the Andrews Avenue Bridge log of November, 2007. 
The largest number of bridge openings (33 to 34) took place on Sunday and Monday, respectively. 
The most navigational traffic occurred between 10 am and 4 pm, averaging approximately one 
opening per hour. Table 3.4-3 summarizes the estimated average number of openings per day of the 
week during the study period.


13
 Results of this study were confirmed by a representative from the 


Broward County Streets and Highway Division, who through a phone interview stated the Andrews 
Avenue Bridge opens an average of 30 times per day and 800 to 1,000 times per month.


13 
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Table 3.4-3. Average Number of Andrews Avenue Bridge Openings, November 2007 


Day Average Number of Openings per Day 


Sunday 33 


Monday 34 


Tuesday 22 


Wednesday 26 


Thursday 23 


Friday 24 


Saturday 23 


Source: Gannett Fleming, 2009 
13 


 


3.4.4 New River Bridge Operations Analysis 


A bridge operation survey performed through observations of live feed indicates the New River 
Bridge is closed, on average, 19 minutes per closure (Table 3.4-4). This value is comparable to the 
values obtained through RTC modeled bridge operations using the freight traffic data provided by 
AAF, which shows the New River Bridge is closed about 19 minutes per closure under Existing 
Conditions (Table 3.4-5). 


RTC model results for existing and projected bridge operations are provided in Table 3.4-5. Analysis 
of data suggests the No-Build Alternative (without the infrastructure contemplated as part of the 
Proposed Action) will increase the average time of each bridge closure by approximately 6 minutes. 
The projected freight traffic under the 2016 No-Build Alternative results in a total average daily 
bridge closure of 6 hours during weekdays and approximately 3.3 hours of daily closure during 
weekends, as compared to approximately 3.50 and 2.45 hours of daily closure during weekdays and 
weekends, respectively, under the Existing Conditions. Although the Proposed Action (2016 
Passenger and upgraded infrastructure) will add to the total daily bridge closure time (about 2.92 
hours during the weekdays and 3.12 hours during weekends), improvements to the rail infrastructure 
are expected to increase the speed of rail traffic, reducing the Proposed Action average time of 
single closures (11 minutes) by approximately 8 minutes when compared to Existing Conditions and 
No-Build Alternative (19 minutes). The Combined Effect (2016 Freight and Passenger) will 
correspond to an average of 6.9 hours of daily closure times during the weekdays and 5.23 hours of 
closure time during the weekends. The total bridge closure estimated for the No-Build 2016 Freight 
and the 2016 Improved Freight, (Combined Effect minus the Proposed Action; data presented in 
Appendix A) are very similar. However, the 2016 Improved Freight has a lower total daily closure 
time from Thursday to Saturday and a reduction of bridge closure that ranges between 2 and 30 
minutes during active vessel traffic (6:00am to 6:00pm).  


Under the Combined Effect some hours will experience longer periods of bridge closure time (above 
30 minutes). Extended bridge closure time in a specific hour can be split into several short bridge 
closings periods (e.g., three 10 minutes closings) with bridge openings between each bridge closure, 
or they can happen as one bridge closure in that hour (Table 3.4-6). However, these single extended 
periods of closure time will occur mainly at night and early morning, which are characterized by a 
decreased vessel traffic compared to daytime hours (Appendix B). In addition these extended bridge 
closures are usually followed by long periods of bridge openings that should allow all queue vessels 
to cross without experiencing multiple bridge closures. Even the largest vessels (e.g., Jungle Queen) 
will not take more than 5 to 6 seconds to cross the bridge, thus shorter periods of bridge opening 
(e.g., 5 minutes) should be enough to clear queue vessels at both sides of the bridge.  
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Table 3.4-4. Bridge Operation Survey for New River Bridge Based on Live Feed Observations, February 
2014 


Day of Week 


Time it takes 
Bridge to 


close 


Time it takes 
Train to 
arrive  


Time it 
takes Train 


to cross 


Time it takes 
Bridge to start 


opening 


Time it takes 
for Bridge to 


open 
Total 
Time 


Values Represent the Average Times Per Day (hh:mm:ss) 


Thursday 0:01:17 0:08:44 0:01:33 0:02:04 0:01:28 0:15:04 


Friday 0:02:01 0:11:53 0:02:58 0:02:13 0:01:17 0:20:22 


Saturday 0:01:31 0:20:45 0:02:16 0:00:44 0:01:41 0:26:57 


Sunday 0:01:18 0:06:37 0:03:29 0:01:21 0:01:45 0:14:30 


Statistics of Raw Data for the Bridge Operation Survey
a
 (hh:mm:ss) 


Average 0:01:32 0:12:00 0:02:34 0:01:36 0:01:33 0:19:13 


              


Minimum 0:01:17 0:06:37 0:01:33 0:00:44 0:01:17 0:14:30 


Median 0:01:24 0:10:18 0:02:37 0:01:42 0:01:35 0:17:43 


Maximum 0:02:01 0:20:45 0:03:29 0:02:13 0:01:45 0:26:57 


Notes: 
a 
Average data based on 10 observations 


Each day is an average of multiple observations per day that include both single and multiple trains crossing within the 
closures observed. 
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Table 3.4-5. Summary of Existing and Projected Bridge Operations for the New River Bridge 


New River Bridge 


Existing 
Conditions 2013 F 


No-Build 


Alternative 2016 F
a
 


Proposed 
Action 


2016 P
b
 


Combined Effect 


2016 F+P 
b
 


 Average Single Daily Closure Time (Minutes) 


Sunday 19 20 11 13 


Monday 18 19 11 13 


Tuesday 19 20 10 14 


Wednesday 18 18 13 13 


Thursday 19 19 11 13 


Friday 19 19 12 13 


Saturday 18 18 11 11 


Average Single Weekly 


Closure Time (minutes)
 c
 


19 19 11 13 


Total Number of Daily 
Closures 


10 16 16 30 


 Total Daily Closure Time (Minutes) 


Sunday 148 179 182 319 


Monday 231 395 175 447 


Tuesday 189 362 134 402 


Wednesday 221 348 188 433 


Thursday 186 341 189 397 


Friday 223 354 191 390 


Saturday 146 215 192 308 


Average of Total Weekday 
Closure Time (Minutes) 


210 360 175 414 


Average of Total Weekday 
Closure Time (Hours) 


3.50 6.0 2.92 6.90 


Average of Total Weekend 
Closure Time (Minutes) 


147 197 187 314 


Average of Total Weekend 
Closure Time (Hours) 


2.45 3.3 3.12 5.23 


Notes: 
a
Results based on RTC modeling data of train and bridge operations with closure times verified with existing field 


conditions and under the assumption that infrastructure improvements planned under the Proposed Action do not occur. 
b
Results based on RTC modeling data of train and bridge operations for both freight and passenger rail with the planned 


infrastructure improvements planned under the Proposed Action. 
c
Multiple trains(freight and passenger) can cross under a single bridge closure. 


 
 
Table 3.4-6. Extended Bridge Closures at New River due to Freight and Passenger Train Operations 


Day 
Bridge Closure 
Time (hh:mm) a 


Total Number 
of Trains  


Duration of Single 
Closure (Minutes) 


Open Duration Before Next 
Bridge Closure (Minutes) 


Tuesday 18:22 5 37 22 


Tuesday 22:22 3 31 50 


Thursday 17:22 3 30 29 


Note: Extended bridge closures are characterized by single closures longer than 30 minutes 
a
 Time of day when the extended bridge closure occurs 
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3.5 Model Simulation Results 


No-Build Alternative (Case 2a) Compared to Combined Effect (Case 3) 


Table 3.5.1 shows the model results for marine traffic wait times for total vessels (commercial plus 
recreational), commercial only vessels, and recreational only vessels at New River Bridge crossing 
for the four cases identified in Section 2.5.1. When comparing Case 2a (2016 No-Build Alternative) 
to Case 3 (2016 Freight and Passenger, Combined Effect) an increase in the percentage of vessels 
experiencing a wait from 23% under the No-Build Alternative to 36% under the Combined Effect is 
seen. There is a 90% probability that individual vessels that wait will not wait longer than 16.4 
minutes under Case 2a, and will not wait longer than 12.2 minutes under Case 3. The average wait 
times for all vessels that experience a wait is expected to decrease under the Combined Effect as 
compared to the No-Build Alternative from 7.9 minutes to 6.3 minutes, respectively. 


The effect on vessel wait times for commercial only vessels and recreational only vessels was 
similar to the effect on total vessels. For commercial vessels that wait, the average wait time is 
expected to decrease from 7.3 minutes under the No-Build Alternative to 6.3 minutes under the 
Combined Effect. For recreational vessels that wait, the average wait time is expected to decrease 
from 8.1 minutes under the No-Build Alternative to 6.3 minutes under the Combined Effect. 


Based on vessel traffic characterized in the FECR Video Assessment for the New River Bridge 
(Table 3.3-4), the highest traffic period for commercial and recreational vessels occur from noon to 
6:00 pm. Overall, under the No-Build Alternative (Case 2a) and for the Combined Effect (Case 3) 
there is a higher probability (>80%) that vessels will not have to experience a wait time. However, 
the number of vessels that could potentially experience being in a queue from 6:00 am to 6:00 pm is 
presented in Table 3.5-2. In general, 


 Under the No-Build Alternative, a vessel queue length (the number of vessels that are 
experiencing a wait) of 1 vessel for both directions (traveling east or west) has the highest 
probability of occurrence (Table 3.5-2); while the maximum vessel queue length with a 
probability 0.1 to 2.2% of occurrence is over 10 vessels. 


 Under the Combined Effect, a vessel queue length (the number of vessels that are experiencing 
a wait) of 1 vessel for both directions (traveling east or west) has the highest probability of 
occurrence; while the greatest vessel queue length with a probability ranging from 0.2 to 2.0% is 
over 10 vessels.  


 


Existing Conditions (Case 1) Compared to No-Build Alternative (Case 2a) 


When comparing Case 1 (2013 Existing Conditions) to Case 2a (2016 No-Build Alternative) for total 
vessel traffic, changes in vessel delays are projected. The percentage of vessels that experience a 
wait time increases from 14% under Existing Conditions to 23% for the No-Build Alternative There is 
a 90% probability that individual vessels that wait will not wait longer than 15 minutes under Case 1, 
and will not wait longer than 16.4 minutes under Case 2a.  The average wait times for vessels that 
experience a wait increase under the No-Build Alternative as compared to the Existing Conditions, 
from 5.9 minutes to 7.9 minutes, respectively. 


The effect on vessel wait time for commercial only vessels and recreational only vessels was similar 
to the effect of total vessels experiencing a wait. For commercial vessels that wait, the average wait 
time is expected to increase from 5.1 minutes under Existing Conditions to 7.3 minutes under the 
No-Build Alternative. For recreational vessels that wait, the average wait time is expected to 
increase from 6.3 minutes under Existing Conditions to 8.1 minutes under the No-Build Alternative. 


Based on vessel traffic characterized in the FECR Video Assessment for the New River Bridge 
(Table 3.3-4), the highest traffic period for commercial and recreational vessels occur from noon to 
6:00 pm. under Existing Conditions (Case 1) and for the No-Build Alternative (Case 2a) there is a 
higher probability that vessels will not experience a wait time. However, the number of vessels that 
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could potentially experience being in a queue from 6:00 am to 6:00 pm is presented in Table 3.5-2. 
In general,  


 Under the Existing Conditions a vessel queue length (the number of vessels that are 
experiencing a wait) of 1 vessel for both directions (traveling east or west) has the highest 
probability of occurrence; and the maximum vessel queue length with a 0.1 to 1.4% probability of 
occurrence is over 10 vessels. 


 Under the No-Build Alternative, a vessel queue length (the number of vessels that are 
experiencing a wait) of 1 vessel for both directions (traveling east or west) has the highest 
probability of occurrence (Table 3.5-2); while the maximum vessel queue length with a 
probability 0.1 and 2.2% of occurrence is over 10 vessels. 


 


No-Build Alternative (Case 2a) Compared to 2016 Improved Freight (Case 2b) 


When comparing Case 2a (2016 No-Build Alternative) to Case 2b (2016 Freight, Improved) wait 
times decrease for total vessel traffic. The percentage of vessels that experience a wait time, 
decreases from 23% under 2016 No-Build Alternative to 18% for the 2016 Freight, Improved. There 
is a 90% probability that individual vessels that wait will not wait longer than 16.4 minutes under 
Case 2a, and will not wait longer than 11.2 minutes under Case 2b. The average wait times for 
vessels that experience a wait decrease under the 2016 Freight, Improved as compared to the 2016 
No-Build Alternative from 7.9 minutes to 5 minutes, respectively. 


The effect on vessel wait time for commercial only vessels and recreational only vessels was similar 
to the effect of total vessels experiencing a wait. For commercial vessels that wait the average wait 
time is expected to decrease from 7.3 minutes under the 2016 No-Build Alternative to 4.5 minutes 
under the 2016 Freight, Improved. For recreational vessels that wait, the average wait time is 
expected to decrease from 8.1 minutes under the 2016 No-Build Alternative to 5.2 minutes under the 
2016 Freight, Improved. 


Based on vessel traffic characterized in the FECR Video Assessment for the New River Bridge 
(Table 3.3-4), the highest traffic period for commercial and recreational vessels occur from noon to 
6:00 pm under the No-Build Alternative (Case 2a) and for the 2016 Improved Freight (Case 2b) there 
is a higher probability that vessels will not experience a wait time. However, the number of vessels 
that could potentially experience being in a queue from 6:00 am to 6:00 pm is presented in 
Table 3.5-2. In general,  


 Under the No-Build Alternative (Case 2a) a vessel queue length (the number of vessels that are 
experiencing a wait) of 1 vessel for both directions (traveling east or west) has the highest 
probability of occurrence; and the maximum vessel queue length with a 0.1 to 2.2 % probability 
of occurrence is over 10 vessels. 


 Under the 2016 Improved Freight (Case 2b), a vessel queue length (the number of vessels that 
are experiencing a wait) of 1 vessel for both directions (traveling east or west) has the highest 
probability of occurrence (Table 3.5-2); while the maximum vessel queue length with a 
probability 0.1 and 0.3% of occurrence is over 10 vessels. 
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Table 3.5.1. Navigation Simulation Model Results for New River Bridge 


Case Number 1 2a 2b 3 


Train Traffic 2013 F 2016 F 2016 F 2016 F+P 


Infrastructure 2013 (No-Build) 2013 (No-Build) 2016 (Build) 2016 (Build) 


Marine Traffic                                   Units  2013 2016 Projected 
2016 


Projected 
2016 


Projected 


Total Vessel Wait Times 


Vessel Arrivals (#/day) 215 215 215 215 


Vessels with Zero Wait Time (#/day) 185 165 176 139 


% Vessels with Zero Wait Time   86% 77% 82% 64% 


Vessels With Wait Time (#/day) 30 50 39 76 


% Vessels With Wait Time   14% 23% 18% 36% 


Avg. Wait Time (all) a (min) 0.8 1.8 0.9 2.2 


Avg. Wait Time b (min) 5.9 7.9 5 6.3 


Most Likely Vessel Wait Time; 
>90% Probability of Occurring  


(min) 15.0 16.4 11.2 12.2 


Commercial Vessel Wait Times 


Vessel Arrivals (#/day) 49 49 49 49 


Vessels with Zero Wait Time (#/day) 39 35 37 29 


% Vessels with Zero Wait Time   79% 71% 76% 59% 


Vessels with Wait Time (#/day) 11 14 12 20 


% Vessels With Wait Time   21% 29% 24% 41% 


Avg. Wait Time (all) a (min) 1.1 2.1 1.1 2.6 


Avg. Wait Time b (min) 5.1 7.3 4.5 6.3 


Most Likely Vessel Wait Time; 
>90% Probability of Occurring  


(min) 14.9 17.0 11.6 12.9 


Recreational Vessel Wait Times 


Vessel Arrivals (#/day) 165 165 165 165 


Vessels with Zero Wait Time (#/day) 145 130 
13
8 


10
9 


% Vessels with Zero Wait Time   88% 79% 
84
% 


66
% 


Vessels With Wait Time (#/day) 20 35 27 56 


% Vessels With Wait Time   12% 21% 
16
% 


34
% 


Avg. Wait Time (all) a (min) 0.7 1.7 0.8 2.1 


Avg. Wait Time b (min) 6.3 8.1 5.2 6.3 


Most Likely Vessel Wait Time; 
>90% Probability of Occurring  


(min) 15.1 16.3 11.1 12.0 


Notes:  
a
 Average time all vessels will have to wait before crossing the bridge (average between vessels with wait time and 
vessels with no wait time)  


 b 
Average time queue vessels will have to wait before crossing the bridge 
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Table 3.5-2. Simulation Model Results for Vessel Queue Lengths at New River Bridge 


Case Time 


Length of Queue (vessels) 


Minimum 
Queue 


Percent 
Chance 


Maximum 
Queue 


Percent 
Chance 


Case Number: 1 
Train Traffic: 2013 F 
Infrastructure: 2013 (No-Build) 
Marine Traffic: 2013 


6-7 am 1 2.2 2 0.2 


7-8 am 1 1 2 0.2 


8-9 am 1 1.4 3 0.1 


9-10 am 1 6.5 7 0.1 


10-11 am 1 4.8 8 0.1 


11 am – 12 noon 1 4.1 8 0.2 


12 noon-1 pm 1 1.6 9 0.1 


1-2 pm 1 2.8 9 0.1 


2-3 pm 1 3.9 >10 0.9 


3-4 pm 1 1.3 >10 1.4 


4-5 pm 1 1.7 5 0.1 


5-6 pm 1 4.3 >10 0.1 


6-7 pm 1 2.9 >10 0.2 


Case Number: 2a 
Train Traffic: 2016 F 
Infrastructure: 2013 (No-Build) 
Marine Traffic: 2016 Projected 


6-7 am 1 2.2 2 0.3 


7-8 am 1 2.7 3 0.1 


8-9 am 1 0.5 1 0.1 


9-10 am 1 0.5 1 0.5 


10-11 am 1 4.9 7 0.1 


11 am – 12 noon 1 8.6 >10 0.8 


12 noon-1 pm 1 3.5 >10 0.3 


1-2 pm 1 1.2 2 0.1 


2-3 pm 1 5.4 >10 0.1 


3-4 pm 1 5.3 >10 2.2 


4-5 pm 1 5 >10 0.5 


5-6 pm 1 8.5 >10 1 


6-7 pm 1 8.2 >10 0.5 


Case Number: 2b 
Train Traffic: 2016 F 
Infrastructure: 2016 
Marine Traffic: 2016 Projected 


6-7 am 1 1.2 2 0.1 


7-8 am 1 1.7 2 0.3 


8-9 am 1 0.1 1 0.1 


9-10 am 1 0.5 1 0.5 


10-11 am 1 3.9 5 0.2 


11 am – 12 noon 1 8.4 >10 0.1 


12 noon-1 pm 1 3.7 9 0.1 


1-2 pm 1 1.2 2 0.1 


2-3 pm 1 4.4 8 0.1 


3-4 pm 1 5.7 >10 0.3 


4-5 pm 1 4.6 >10 0.1 


5-6 pm 1 7.1 >10 0.2 


6-7 pm 1 6.9 >10 0.1 


Case Number: 3 
Train Traffic: 2016 F + P 
Infrastructure: 2016 
Marine Traffic: 2016 Projected 


6-7 am 1 3.6 2 0.2 


7-8 am 1 5.5 3 0.1 


8-9 am 1 5 4 0.1 


9-10 am 1 6.8 5 0.1 


10-11 am 1 6.8 6 0.2 


11 am – 12 noon 1 11.6 >10 0.2 


12 noon-1 pm 1 9 >10 0.6 


1-2 pm 1 7.3 >10 0.6 


2-3 pm 1 8.6 >10 1.3 


3-4 pm 1 7.8 >10 0.3 


4-5 pm 1 9.5 >10 2 


5-6 pm 1 8.8 >10 0.8 


6-7 pm 1 8.9 >10 0.3 
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4.0  Characterization of Loxahatchee River Bridge 


4.1.1 Location of Loxahatchee River Waterway 


The Loxahatchee River is located between Martin and Palm Beach Counties (Figure 4.1-1). Its 
headwater is located in River Bank on the south side of Indiana Road about 1.5 miles west of I-95 
and Florida’s Turnpike in Jupiter, and the mouth of the river is located at the Jupiter Inlet. The river 
has three main forks that flow to the central embayment area before heading out the Jupiter Inlet.  


The primary bridges crossing the Loxahatchee River include two operable bridges and three 
stationary bridges. Operable bridges include the US 1 Jupiter Federal Bridge and the Loxahatchee 
River Bridge located at the confluence, 0.9 miles and 1.3 miles from the Loxahatchee River inlet, 
respectively. Stationary bridges include the A1A Route Bridge located 1.2 miles from the 
Loxahatchee inlet, the Tequesta Drive Bridge located at the North Fork 2.4 miles from the 
Loxahatchee River Bridge, and the Loxahatchee River Road Bridge located at the South Fork 1.9 
miles from the Loxahatchee River Bridge. Characterization and location of these bridges, within the 
extent of waterfront development as defined in Figure 3.1-1 in the confluence and Northwest and 
Southwest Forks, can be found in Table 4.1-1. 


Waterfront development on the North Fork extends for about 3.5 miles from the Loxahatchee River 
Bridge, for approximately 4.3 miles in the Northwest Fork and approximately 1.9 miles towards the 
South Fork, by the Loxahatchee River Road Bridge (Figure 4.1-1). 


Table 4.1-1. Characterization of Bridges Traversing the Loxahatchee River 


Bridge name Type of bridge 
Location where bridge 


crosses the river 


Vertical 
clearance 


(feet) 


Horizontal 
clearance 


(feet) 


US 1 Bridge Operable/Bascule Confluence 26 91 


State Hwy A1A Fixed Confluence 25 47 


Loxahatchee River Bridge Operable/Bascule Confluence 4 40 


US 1 Bridge Fixed 
Southeast Intracoastal 


Waterway 12 21 


US1 Bridge Fixed 
Southeast Intracoastal 


Waterway 7 18 


State Hwy 706 Operable/Bascule 
Southeast Intracoastal 


Waterway 35 90 


Tequesta Drive Bridge Fixed Northwest Fork 11 34 


SE Island Way Fixed Northwest Fork 13 36 


SE Island Way Fixed Northwest Fork 6 60 


Center Street Fixed Southwest Fork 4.6 25 


Center Street Fixed Southwest Fork 7 25 


Loxahatchee River Road Fixed Southwest Fork 6 18 


Source: NOAA website 


4.1.2 Location of Loxahatchee River Bridge 


The Loxahatchee River Bridge is located about 1.3 miles west of the Loxahatchee River’s inlet 
(26°56'51.82"N, 80° 5'24.77"W) (Figure 4.1-1). This operable bridge has a vertical clearance of 4 
feet and a horizontal clearance of 40 feet (Table 4.1-1). Although the bridge is typically open to the 
waterway to allow a continuous flow of vessel traffic, it currently closes an average of 10 times daily 
to accommodate freight rail service. While closed, most vessels (with the exception of small 
recreational vessels less than 5 feet in height) are unable to pass underneath the bridge deck, and 
queue while waiting for the bridge to re-open. 
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Figure 4.1-1. Loxahatchee River Bridge Location Map 
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4.1.3 Land-use, Population Density 


Land adjacent to the Loxahatchee River is mainly residential, with the exception of a commercial 
area and marine facilities near the Loxahatchee River inlet and west of the Loxahatchee River 
Bridge (Figure 4.1-2). The headwaters of the Loxahatchee River are one of the only two National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers in the State of Florida. This environmental preserve encompasses the three 
forks and central embayment of the Loxahatchee River, as well as Lake Worth Creek and is 
managed in two sections: Wilderness and Urban. While this designation ends approximately four 
miles west of the Loxahatchee River Bridge, this portion of the river is accessible to vessels 
traversing from the east. This river meanders through freshwater creeks from the west, down into a 
brackish estuary, and finally empties through the Jupiter Inlet into the Atlantic Ocean.  


Population density maps developed through GIS analysis show lands adjacent to the Loxahatchee 
River have census blocks with population densities that extend from Class 1 to Class 3. Population 
density for all Classes can be found by the Loxahatchee River Inlet (Figure 4.1-3), while waterfront 
areas in the confluence and the Forks of the Loxahatchee River have population densities in the 
range of Class 1 to Class 3. About 28 square miles of land adjacent to the Loxahatchee River have 
waterfront access. The number of people in this area is approximately 49,077 to 54,569 people 
(Table 4.1-2). 


Table 4.1-2. Land Area and Population Density with Waterfront Access at the Loxahatchee River 


Class 
Total Area 


(square miles) 
Area with Waterfront 


Access (square miles) 
Percent with 


Waterfront Access 


Population within 
Waterfront Access  


Size Class 


1 22.4 17.0 76 42,501 


2 4.2 1.8 42 6,625 


3 0.9 0.4 44 2,697 
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Figure 4.1-2. Loxahatchee River Bridge Adjacent Land Use 
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Figure 4.1-3. Loxahatchee River Bridge Adjacent Populatin Density per Census Block 
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4.2 Marine Industry at Loxahatchee River Bridge 


The Loxahatchee River supports a marine industry that primarily services smaller recreational 
vessels. Public and private marine facilities are concentrated in the eastern portions of the river and 
include seven marinas and three boat ramps (Figure 4.2-1). Boat/yacht clubs, waterfront restaurants 
and waterfront hotels that cater to mariners occur within Palm Beach and Martin counties; however, 
these waterway features are concentrated along the Intracoastal Waterway and are not located on 
the Loxahatchee River. With the exception of a commercial area and marine facilities near Jupiter 
Inlet, waterfront development is predominantly private residences, which provide approximate 135 
private slips and 1,061 private docks.


5
 While the Loxahatchee River is located in both Martin and 


Palm Beach counties, waterfront development and marine facilities are overwhelming concentrated 
in Palm Beach County. This is largely due to the Wild and Scenic River designation that applies to 
the Loxahatchee River for most of its reach in Martin County. This designation allows for abundant 
marine recreation opportunities, but limits the construction of waterfront and vessel service facilities. 
This waterway overview provides a description of the navigable extent of the Loxahatchee River and 
a characterization of the vessel traffic, waterway facilities, and the current and proposed use of the 
river.  


4.2.1 Vessel Traffic Patterns 


Navigational constraints and regional land use dictate vessel traffic patterns on the Loxahatchee 
River. The Loxahatchee River is used for recreational boating and as a travel corridor to and from 
residences to access the Atlantic Ocean via the Jupiter Inlet and the Intracoastal Waterway. Wild 
and Scenic River designated portions of the Loxahatchee River are accessible to smaller vessels 
only, and is a destination for wildlife viewing.  


4.2.1.1 Vessel Registration and Population Trends 


Palm Beach County has grown by approximately 11.6% from a population of 1.21 million people in 
2003 to a population of 1.35 million people in 2013. The county’s population is projected to grow to 
1.39 million people by 2016 and to 1.54 million by 2025.


10 
Approximately one third of the County’s 


population lives in unincorporated areas. The remainder resides in the major coastal cities located in 
the central and southern portion of the County, including West Palm Beach, Boca Raton, and 
Boynton Beach. The City of Jupiter is anticipated to grow by 8.4% by 2025 to a population of 
61,678.


14
 Compared to Palm Beach County, Martin County tends to be less developed, with a 


population of 148,077 people in 2013. Population growth in Martin County has been robust, growing 
by approximately 10.1% over the last decade from a population of 134,491 people in 2003.  


 


                                                   
14


 Palm Beach County Planning, Zoning, and Building Department. 2013. 2013 Population Allocation Model. Available 
at: http://www.pbcgov.com/pzb/planning/population/populationproj.htm. Accessed 4 March. 



http://www.pbcgov.com/pzb/planning/population/populationproj.htm
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Figure 4.2-1. Marinas and Commercial Docks Along Loxahatchee River 
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Vessel registration information for Palm Beach and Martin counties from 2003 to 2013 were obtained 
from the Florida Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles. Similar to other counties in 
Florida, vessel registration grew steadily between 2003 and 2008; however, during the recession 
from 2009 to 2013, vessel registration declined from peak vessel registration (2006). Overall, vessel 
registration declined by 14.1% between 2003 to 2013 in Palm Beach County, and 10.5% in Martin 
County.


10
  


Based on County population and vessel registration data for 2003 to 2013, the 10-year average of 
registered vessels per capita is 3.31% for Palm Beach County, and 11.66% for Martin County. This 
per capita average of registered vessels was then compared to county population growth forecasts 
obtained from the Bureau of Economic and Business Research.5 Based on these population 
forecasts, it is anticipated that registered vessels in Palm Beach County will increase to 46,173 by 
2016, and registered vessels in Martin County will increase to 17,956 by 2016. These data are 
provided in Table 4.2-1. 


Table 4.2-1. Population and Vessel Registration in Palm Beach and Martin Counties (2003 and 
2016)Error! Bookmark not defined. 


Year 


Palm Beach County Martin County 


Total 
Population 


Total  
Vessel 


Registration 


Percentage 
of 


Population 
with  


Registered 
Vessels 


Total 
Population 


Total  
Vessel 


Registration 


Percentage 
of 


Population 
with  


Registered 
Vessels 


2003 1,211,448 44,391 3.66% 134,491 17,446 12.97% 


2004 1,242,270 44,560 3.59% 137,637 17,639 12.82% 


2005 1,265,900 45,350 3.58% 141,059 17,661 12.52% 


2006 1,287,987 44,964 3.49% 142,645 17,315 12.14% 


2007 1,295,033 44,416 3.43% 143,737 16,772 11.67% 


2008 1,294,654 45,294 3.50% 143,868 17,826 12.39% 


2009 1,287,344 42,517 3.30% 143,856 15,932 11.07% 


2010 1,320,134 41,158 3.12% 146,318 15,652 10.70% 


2011 1,325,758 39,512 2.98% 146,689 15,745 10.73% 


2012 1,335,415 38,363 2.87% 147,203 15,702 10.67% 


2013 1,345,652 38,142 2.83% 148,077 15,606 10.54% 


2016 (Projected) 1,394,974 46,173 3.31% 153,999 17,956 11.66% 


Source: Florida Office of Economic and Demographic Research, 2013. Based on the results from the Florida Demographic 
Estimating Conference, February 2013 and UF, BEBR, Florida Population Studies, Volume 46, Bulletin 165, March 2013 
medium county projections. 


 


4.2.2 Inventory of Waterway Features 


The Waterway Features Inventory of recreational and commercial boating access facilities includes 
boat ramps, marinas, dry storage facilities, anchorages, and commercial entities in both Martin and 
Palm Beach counties (Table 4.2-2). Waterfront residences with dockage or slips along the 
Loxahatchee River in both counties were also estimated. In order to estimate the number of 
waterfront residential properties that include wetslips and docks, a sampling procedure was used. 
For the purposes of this study, the Loxahatchee River was surveyed for the extent of its navigable 
area west of the operable bridge and to the Intracoastal Waterway to the east. 
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Table 4.2-2.  Overview of Waterway Features in Palm Beach and Maritin Counties and the Loxahatchee 
River 


Boating Facility 


Palm 
Beach 
County 


Loxahatchee 
River (within 
Palm Beach 


County) 


Percent of 
Palm Beach 


County 
Inventory on 
Loxahatchee 


River 
Martin 
County 


Loxahatchee 
River (Within 


Martin County) 


Percent of  
Martin County 
Inventory on 
Loxahatchee 


River 


Marinas 


Marina 32 7 21.9% 24 0 0 


Dockuminium 3 0 0% 0 0 0 


Private Club 5 0 0% 3 0 0 


Hotels/Restaurants 2 0 0% 10 0 0 


Boat Ramps 


Private 1 0 0% 2 0 0 


Public 34 3 8.8% 13 1 7.7 


 
4.2.2.1 Marinas, Boat Ramps and Repair/ Support Facility Inventory  


There are seven public and private marinas on the Loxahatchee River, all of which are located within 
Palm Beach County. The number of slips at these marinas ranges from 30 to 130, with a total of 534 
slips and an average of approximately 72 slips per marina. Marinas on the Loxahatchee River 
comprise less than one fourth of all marinas in Palm Beach County (Table 4.2-3). The largest 
concentration of marinas on the Loxahatchee River is located along the Jupiter Inlet to the east of 
the Loxahatchee River Bridge, while the majority of the marinas in Palm Beach County are located 
along the Intracoastal Waterway. No waterfront hotels or restaurants that cater specifically to 
mariners are located on the Loxahatchee River.


5
 


Table 4.2-3. Overview of Waterway Features in the Loxahatchee River 


Boating Facility Number Slips  


Location Relative to 
Loxahatchee River FEC Corridor Railway 


Bridge 


East West 


Commercial Marina / Dockuminium 7 534 7 - 


Private Club 0 - - - 


Hotels / Restaurants 0 - - - 


Total  7 534 7 - 


Source: Florida Fish and Wildlife Research Institute, 2009Error! Bookmark not defined.
 


 


There are four boat ramps located on the Loxahatchee River, all of which are public (Table 4.2-4). 
Two of these ramps are located to the west of the Loxahatchee River Bridge - one on the North Fork 
of the Loxahatchee River and one on the South Fork. Three of the boat ramps are located in the 
Palm Beach County portion of the Loxahatchee River, while one, the Jonathan Dickinson State Park 
ramp, is located in Martin County on the North Fork of the Loxahatchee River. One waterfront vessel 
repair and service facility is located on the Loxahatchee River. 


 
Table 4.2-4. Boat Ramps, Anchorages, and Vessel Repair Facilities on the Loxahatchee River 


Boating Facility Number 


Location Relative to 
New River FEC Corridor Railway Bridge 


East West 


Boat Ramp 4 3 1 


Anchorage 0 - - 


Repair/ Support Facilities 1 1 - 


Total  5 4 1 


Source: Florida Fish and Wildlife Research Institute, 20094 
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4.2.2.2 Residential Boating Facility Inventory 


The Loxahatchee River and nearby area islands in the Intracoastal Waterway have a high number of 
residential waterfront properties and numerous residential neighborhoods with waterway access to 
the river. Using the methodology provided in Section 2.1, the approximate number of docks and slips 
for single family, multi-family greater than 10, multi-family less than 10, and condominiums were 
counted or estimated (Table 4.2-5). Approximately, 81% of water front parcels for single family 
contain docks, and 10% contain slips. The majority of these small private waterfront housing 
developments on the Loxahatchee River only meets the boating needs of the residences and do not 
provide any public boating access.  


 
Table 4.2-5. Overview of Residential Boating Features of Waterfront Properties on the Loxahatchee 


River 


Land Use 
Total Waterfront 


Properties 


Estimated 
Properties with 


Docks 


Estimated 
Properties with 


Slips 


Estimated 
Properties with 
Docks or Slips 


Single Family 1,304 1,057
a
 131


a
 1,188


a
 


Multi Family <10 Units 7 3 2 5 


Multi Family >10 Units 0 0 0 0 


Condominiums 4 1 3 4 


Total Waterfront Properties  1,315 1,061 136 1,195 
 


Note: 
a 
Estimated based on a percent of parcels with docks or slips from a random sample of 100 WFP parcels on the 


Loxahatchee River 


 
4.2.2.3 Purpose and Use of Navigation Infrastructure (Commercial versus Recreational) 


Navigation on the Loxahatchee River is predominantly recreational, with limited commercial and 
marine industry vessel traffic.  


4.2.3 Economic Analysis 


The total economic value of the marine industry along the Loxahatchee River is based on all marine 
related sales along this river, including those directly related to marine services (e.g., vessel sales, 
vessel repairs, recreational equipment) and those that are outside the marine industry but related to 
marine activity (e.g., sales of food and ice for boating trips). The type of sales that were considered 
in the marine industry includes: 


 Vessel and yacht sales; 


 Vessel accessories and replacement parts (e.g., trailers, electronics); 


 Vessel services (e.g., repair, maintenance, interior design); 


 Vessel storage (e.g., marinas, onshore storage); 


 Sales at businesses frequented during boating trips (e.g., hotels and restaurants); 


 Recreational equipment and instruction (e.g., dive equipment, fishing tackle, water ski 
instruction); 


 Inland waterway businesses (e.g., water taxis and charter boats); and 


 Other miscellaneous costs (e.g., insurance, business/personal services). 
 


This analysis estimates the direct, indirect, and induced benefits of the marine industry to the local 
economy. In order to determine the direct economic value of the marine industry along the 
Loxahatchee River, the total direct economic value of the marine industries in Palm Beach and 
Martin Counties were estimated and then the relative percentages of the marine industry that can be 
attributed to the portion of the Loxahatchee River that lies in each of these counties was applied. 
Because there are no wetslips at marinas, dockuminiums, clubs, and hotels/restaurants along the 
portion of the Loxahatchee River that lies in Martin County, the relative percentage for this county is 
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zero; therefore, the economic contribution of the marine industry in Martin County was not 
considered in the analysis for this river. After calculating the direct economic value of the marine 
industry for the portion of the Loxahatchee River that lies in Palm Beach County, this figure was 
used to determine the resulting indirect and induced benefits. This analysis also considers the 
number of jobs that are supported by the economic activity associated with the marine industry along 
the Loxahatchee River. 


4.2.3.1 Economic Benefits of the Marine Industry in Palm Beach County 


The direct economic value of the marine industry in Palm Beach County was determined by updating 
the economic analysis performed by the State of Florida in 2011. The state’s study was updated 
from the base year of 2006, when the original study for Palm Beach County was performed, to 
reflect the total value of the industry in December 2013. The direct economic value of the marine 
industry associated with the Loxahatchee River includes all marine-related spending by the 
individuals and businesses utilizing the waterway. 


The direct benefits of the marine industry in Palm Beach County were determined by escalating the 
values determined in the base year of 2006 in accordance with growth experienced between that 
time and December 2013. The gross sales in Kind Code 28 for Palm Beach County shrunk by 
19.52% in that period while gross sales across all Kind Codes in the state of Florida grew by 9.27%. 
In accordance with the methodology described in Chapter 2, retail sales were escalated by -19.52% 
while port operations and non-marine benefits were escalated by 9.27%. As seen in Table 4.2-6, the 
resulting estimated total economic value of the marine industry (not including port tenants) in Palm 
Beach County in December 2013 was $943.1 million.  


Table 4.2-6. Direct Benefits of the Marine Industry in Palm Beach County 


Business Type 
2006 Marine 


Business Volume 
a 


Estimated 2013 Marine 
Business Volume 


Total Direct Benefits (marine only) $1,297,218,304  $904,169,935  


Non-marine Benefits (gas, food, drink, ice) $35,600,000  $38,901,606  


Total Marine and Non-marine Direct Benefits $1,332,818,304  $943,071,541  


Source:  Original 2006 marine business volume obtained from Appendix L of the Update of the Economic Benefits of the District’s 
Waterways in Florida, Main Report by the Florida Inland Navigation District, December 2011. Available at 
http://www.aicw.org/studies.jhtml?method=list 


Notes: 
a
 Excludes receipts from port tenants since the port operations in Palm Beach County are not associated with the 


Loxahatchee River. 


 
Due to indirect and induced effects of expenditures in the marine industry in Palm Beach County, the 
total economic value of the industry is greater than the initial direct spending. The resulting total 
economic value of the marine industry for Palm Beach County, including direct, indirect, and induced 
effects, was generated by using IMPLAN economic modeling software for the 2006 data. Because 
the distribution of economic value is similar to the distribution at the time of the original study, the 
relative indirect and induced effects would also be similar. Therefore, extrapolating from the data 
obtained for the 2006 model results, the estimated 2013 results show that the total value of the 
marine industry in Palm Beach County is $1.717 billion, with $943.1 million in direct sales, 
$219.4 million in indirect benefits, and $554.2 million in induced benefits (see Table 4.2-7).  


The economic activity associated with Palm Beach County’s marine industry also supports local area 
employment, including jobs associated with the direct effects of spending in the industry as well as 
jobs associated with indirect and induced economic activity. These benefits, including both the 
number of jobs and personal income, were estimated using the same methodology of applying the 
2006 IMPLAN model run percentages to determine the total effects. The results show that direct 
spending in the marine industry supports 4,753 jobs and $182.7 million in personal income. 
Additionally, the total spending associated with the marine industry, including direct, indirect, and 
induced effects, supports 11,865 jobs and $494.8 million in personal income (see Table 4.2-7). 
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Table 4.2-7. Direct, Indirect, and Induced Benefits of the Marine Industry in Palm Beach County 


 


Original 2006 Model Results Estimated 2013 Figures 


Direct Indirect Induced Total Direct Indirect Induced Total 


Business Volume  
(in millions) 


$1,311.9 $305.2 $771.0 $2,388.2 $943.1 $219.4 $554.2 $1,716.7 


Personal Income  
(in millions) 


$254.2 $122.8 $311.3 $688.3 $182.7 $88.3 $223.8 $494.8 


Employment 6,612 2,533 7,360 16,505 4,753 1,821 5,291 11,865 


Source: Original 2006 model results obtained from Appendix L of the Update of the Economic Benefits of the District’s Waterways 
in Florida, Main Report by the Florida Inland Navigation District, December 2011. Available at 
http://www.aicw.org/studies.jhtml?method=list 


 
4.2.3.2 Economic Benefits of the Marine Industry associated with the Loxahatchee River 


The Loxahatchee River represents approximately 23.2% of the marine activity in Palm Beach 
County, excluding revenue from port activities. Because the economic activity associated with the 
Loxahatchee River is located in Palm Beach County, the total economic value of this river is 
equivalent to 23.2% of the economic value of the marine industry in Palm Beach County, or $398.6 
million. This total value is comprised of $219.0 million in direct expenditures, $50.9 in indirect effects, 
and $128.7 million in induced effects. This activity supports a total of 2,755 jobs and $114.9 million in 
personal income (see Table 4.2-8). 


 
Table 4.2-8. Direct, Indirect, and Induced Benefits of the Marine Industry along the Loxahatchee River 


 


Direct Indirect Induced Total 


Business Volume (in millions) $219.0 $50.9 $128.7 $398.6 


Personal Income (in millions) $42.4 $20.5 $52.0 $114.9 


Employment 1,104 423 1,228 2,755 


Source: Original 2007 model results obtained from Appendix M of the Update of the Economic Benefits of the District’s Waterways 
in Florida, Main Report by the Florida Inland Navigation District, December 2011.6 Available at 
http://www.aicw.org/studies.jhtml?method=list 


4.2.4 Public Outreach 


Since AAF made the first public announcement of its proposed passenger rail Project in Florida, a 
comprehensive public engagement strategy has been employed. A series of meetings, briefings, 
speeches and telephone calls with stakeholders, community leaders, neighborhood leaders and 
elected officials have been ongoing and will continue indefinitely. AAF has participated in more than 
300 meetings with residents, business and community leaders, and public agencies throughout the 
State. Further to these efforts that began in March 2012, AAF has undertaken earlier coordination 


efforts to work proactively with federal, state and local agencies [e.g., FRA, USACE, USCG, 
SFWMD, etc.]. Public outreach in Palm Beach and Martin counties, particularly in the vicinity of the 
Loxahatchee River, is provided in Tables 4.2-9 and 4.2-10. Public outreach in the region has 
predominantly occurred in the City of West Palm Beach; however, meetings in the Town of Jupiter 
have also occurred. Additionally, the EIS scoping meeting and meetings that specifically addressed 
navigation issues on the Loxahatchee River are outlined below.  


  



http://www.aicw.org/studies.jhtml?method=list

http://www.aicw.org/studies.jhtml?method=list
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Table 4.2-9. Community Outreach Data (page 1 of 2) 


Presentation Made To Type of Event 


March 2012 


Community Development Department-Town of Lake 
Park 


Meeting - Nadia Di Tommaso 


April 2012 


City of West Palm Beach Briefing - Jeri Muoio, Mayor  
Kim Briesemeister, CRA Director 


City of West Palm Beach Briefing - Commissioner Kimberly Mitchell 


City of West Palm Beach Planning and Zoning 
Department 


Briefing - Rick Green, Director 


City of West Palm Beach CRA Briefing - Kim Briesemeister, Director, & Staff 


July 2012 


City of West Palm Beach Briefing - Ed Mitchell, City Manager 
Rick Greene, Planning Manager 
Alex Hansen, Senior Planner 


City of West Palm Beach Briefing - Development and Traffic Team 


September 2012 


North County Intergovernmental Presentation – monthly board meeting (Palm Beach 
County business organization) 


October 2012 


Marty Perry Briefing – Palm Beach business leader and SFRTA 
board member 


City of Boca Raton Briefing – Deputy Mayor Susan Haynie 


November 2012 


Chamber of Commerce of the Palm Beaches Presentation – monthly meeting to membership 


City of West Palm Beach Planning and Zoning 
Department 


Briefing - Rick Green, Director 


Business Development Board of Palm Beach County Briefing – Kelly Smallridge, CEO 


December 2012 


Sun Sentinel Editorial board 


January 2013 


Palm Beach County Briefing – Commissioner Priscilla Taylor 


Palm Beach County Briefing – Commissioner Mary Lou Berger 


Palm Beach County Briefing – Commissioners Shelley Vana 


City of West Palm Beach Briefing – Mayor Jeri Muoio and Rick Greene 


FONSI for intercity rail passenger service from Miami to West Palm Beach, FL published January 2013 


February 2013 


Palm Beach Post Presentation – Editorial board 


Business Development Board of Palm Beach County Presentation – Economic Development stakeholders 


City of West Palm Beach Briefing – Commissioner Keith James 


City of Palm Bay Briefing – Councilwoman Kristine Isnardi 


March 2013 


West Palm Beach Briefing – Mayor Jeri Muoio and Rick Greene, Planning 
Director 


City of North Palm Beach Meeting – City Manager Ed Green, Village Planner Jodi 
Nentwick and Director of Community Development 
Chuck Huff 


City of Riviera Beach Meeting – City Manager Ruth C. Jones, Deputy City 
Manager Danny D. Jones, Fire Rescue Chief Troy F. 
Perry and Planning & Zoning Administrator Jeff Gagnon 


City of West Palm Beach  Briefing – Commissioner Sharon Materio 


April 2013 


Notice of Intent published April 15, 2013 initiated EIS scoping process 
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Table 4.2-9. Community Outreach Data (page 2 of 2) 


Presentation Made To Type of Event 


May 2013 


EIS Process scoping meeting/open house Public meeting – West Palm Beach (Section 2.2.5) 


Palm Beach County Tourist Development Council Presentation – monthly board meeting 


Martin County Briefing – Commissioner Doug Smith 


Martin County Briefing – Commissioner Ed Fielding 


Martin County Briefing – Commissioner John Haddox 


Town of Jupiter Briefing – Councilor Wendy Harrison 


Palm Beach Business Forum  Presentation – monthly meeting 


Palm Beach County Briefing – Kristine Frazell-Smith and county staff 


Palm Beach MPO Briefing – Nick Uhren, Executive Director 


June 2013 


Mayor Steve Abrams’ Roundtable District 4 
Mayors/Managers meeting 


Presentation to mayors and city managers from coastal 
cities in District 4 in Palm Beach County  


City of West Palm Beach Briefing – Commissioner Shanon Materio 


City of West Palm Beach Briefing – Commissioner Keith James 


Port of Palm Beach Briefing – Commissioner Ed Oppel 


City of Lake Worth Briefing – Vice Mayor Scott Maxwell 


Palm Beach County Briefing – Commissioner Mary Lou Berger 


Palm Beach MPO Presentation – monthly board meeting 


September 2013 


TCRPC  Presentation to Council regarding Loxahatchee River 
Bridge  


Palm Beach MPO Public Meeting - AAF staff gave an update on the project. 
Discussed included questions on noise impacts, safety 
improvements, quiet zones and construction schedule. 


 
 
Table 4.2-10. Letters and Agreements of Support 


Date Document; Entity Signatory 


July 24, 2012 
Memorandum of Understanding; City of 
West Palm Beach 


Geraldine Muoio, Mayor 


July 24, 2012 
Letter of Support; South Florida 
Regional Planning Council 


James F. Murley, Executive Director 


July 31, 2012 
Letter of Support, Florida Chamber of 
Commerce 


David A. Hart, Executive Vice President 


 
4.2.4.1 West Palm Beach EIS Scoping 


The public scoping meeting was held at the Gaines Park Community Center, 1505 N. Australian 
Ave., West Palm Beach from 3:30 to 7:00 pm on May 7, 2013. One-hundred-thirty-six (136) persons 
attended the meeting, and most of those indicated they were representing a local government 
agency, business, or non-governmental organization. Approximately 26 persons indicated they were 
not representing any organization. Sixty-six (66) attendees either submitted comments or completed 
a survey questionnaire. The topic of greatest concern to attendees at the West Palm meeting was 
noise and vibration, generating 19 comments. Concerns about emergency vehicle access at specific 
locations in West Palm Beach and Jupiter were raised by five attendees.  


 
4.2.4.2 Loxahatchee River Railroad Bridge Meeting 


A meeting concerning the Loxahatchee River Railroad Bridge was organized by the Treasure Coast 
Regional Planning Council (TCRPC) and took place on Thursday, September 26


th
, 2013, from 


9:30am to 11:30am. The meeting was held at the Jupiter Community Center, at 200 Military Trail in 
Jupiter, Florida. The Vice President of FECI provided an overview of the AAF project and 
subsequently responded to questions and comments. 
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With relation to the elevation of the tracks and bridge, members of the public requested that AAF 
consider separating passenger and freight trains and a long-term plan to elevate the bridge span. It 
was noted that elevating the Loxahatchee Bridge would require closure of adjacent streets. The 
public also requested more information regarding bridge clearance, anticipated construction 
schedule and bridge closures during construction, and information regarding measures to reduce 
noise and vibrations. A request was made to post digital signage illustrating times until the next train 
crossing after concern over the schedule of closures, including the possibility of extended closures, 
was raised.  


The public audience also expressed concern over impacts to emergency services such as police 
and fire response. Another request was made to provide access to GPS train location data to 
emergency responders. Also related to safety, members of the public expressed a desire for 
information regarding stopping distances for trains traveling at various speeds. In conclusion, the 
TCRPC committed to creating a Loxahatchee River Railroad Bridge Working Group and to continue 
correspondence with FECI to arrange follow-up meetings. 


4.3 Summary of Vessel Traffic Survey at Loxahatchee River 


Vessel traffic data was summarized at the Loxahatchee River Bridge and adjoining areas, byseason, 
month, day, and time of day; vertical clearance; and nearby bridges traversed within the 
Loxahatchee River. This summary includes a literature review of existing vessel traffic studies and 
2014 FECR’s video recordings. This combined data was used to analyze vessel activity within the 
Loxahatchee River and provides the information necessary to estimate impacts related to increased 
train traffic and associated closures of the Loxahatchee River Bridge. The information gathered from 
previous vessel studies along Loxahatchee River was summarized and used in conjunction with 
vessel traffic data collected from the video to evaluate changes in vessel traffic from 2004 to 2014, 
and to determine reliability of previous navigation studies to determine socioeconomic impacts of the 
Proposed Action. 


4.3.1 Literature Review Vessel Traffic Surveys 


Two independent vessel traffic studies along the Loxahatchee River were conducted in 2009 and 
2012. These studies include aerial surveys, along with fixed point surveys and provide estimated 
morning and afternoon vessel trends as well as seasonal trends separated by weekdays and 
weekends. Figure 4.3-1 depicts the locations of each of these studies. 


4.3.1.1 2009 Palm Beach County Vessel Traffic Survey 


An Intracoastal Waterway vessel traffic study was conducted in Palm Beach County from the Martin 
County line south to the Boca Raton Inlet. The study focused on the Intracoastal Waterway, 
specifically four areas within Palm Beach County: Lake Work Inlet, South Lake Worth Inlet, Boca 
Raton Inlet and Jupiter Inlet.


15
 The study area for the Jupiter Inlet included the section of the 


Intracoastal Waterway corresponding to the adjoining sections of Jupiter Inlet and the Loxahatchee 
River. Two types of surveys were conducted: aerial surveys of vessel traffic and video surveys of 
vessel traffic Figure 4.3-1.  


Aerial Survey 


Aerial surveys conducted in 2007 (published in 2009) in this area captured snapshot imagery of 
vessels in Jupiter Inlet and in the Loxahatchee River west of the Jupiter SR 811/Alt A1A Bridge and 
Loxahatchee River Bridge. The Jupiter Inlet data only includes vessel counts east of the 


                                                   
15


 PBS&J. 2009. Palm Beach County Vessel Traffic Study. Prepared for Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission. 
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Loxahatchee River Bridge. A total of 16 flights capturing the entire Intracoastal Waterway were 
conducted and spaced evenly across season, day of week (weekend versus weekday) and time of 
day (morning versus afternoon) (Table 4.3-1). Data related to the Inlet aerial survey includes counts 
of vessel types and sizes. The data in this study is compiled into totals for the entire Intracoastal 
Waterway within Palm Beach and does not provide a breakdown for the Loxahatchee/Jupiter area or 
the railroad bridge.  


The total number of vessels counted in the Intracoastal Waterway during this 16 trip period was 
5,597 (Table 4.3-1). Only “in-use” vessels (i.e. excluding those docked at storage facilities, marinas 
or yacht clubs, or residential docks) were counted. Commercial vessels identified included tugs, 
barges, transport and “Other”. In this summary law enforcement vessels were included in the 
commercial count and accounted for 9% of the total commercial traffic. Recreational vessels made 
up 98% of the total vessel traffic. While afternoon counts of recreational vessels were more than 
two-fold higher than in the morning (3,924 versus 1,540), commercial traffic was evenly spaced 
across morning and afternoon periods. On average 8.3 commercial vessels were observed in the 
mornings and 7.9 were observed in the afternoon. On average 192.5 recreational vessels were 
observed in the mornings and 490.5 were observed in the afternoon. 
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Figure 4.3-1. Jupiter Inlet Vessel Study Locations 
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Table 4.3-1. Summary of Commercial versus Recreational Vessel Traffic Observed throughout Intracoastal Waterway in Palm Beach County 


Season Week Day Date 


Morning (am) Afternoon (pm) 


Total 


Percent of 
Commercial 
Vessels/day 


Percent of 
Recreational 
Vessels/day Commercial Recreation Commercial Recreation 


Winter Friday 1/19/2007 5 123 7 165 300 4 96 


Winter Saturday 2/24/2007 10 358 11 578 957 2 98 


Spring Monday 4/2/2007 ND ND 7 241 248 3 97 


Spring Tuesday 4/3/2007 5 136 ND ND 141 4 96 


Spring Saturday 4/21/2007 13 269 ND ND 282 5 95 


Spring Saturday 5/26/2007 ND ND 0 747 747 0 100 


Summer Sunday 6/10/2007 ND ND 6 1406 1412 0 100 


Summer Sunday 6/24/2007 2 288 ND ND 290 1 99 


Summer Wednesday 7/18/2007 14 121 ND ND 135 10 90 


Summer Thursday 8/23/2007 ND ND 9 82 91 10 90 


Fall Monday 10/15/2007 13 45 15 55 128 22 78 


Fall Sunday 11/4/2007 2 206 8 650 866 1 99 


    Total 64 1546 63 3924 5597 2 98 


Source: Modified from Tables A3 from PBS&J 2009
15


 
Note: ND = No Data 
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The data recorded during this period showed that for all seasons the average number of daily 
vessels was greater on the weekends than on weekdays. Weekend to weekday ratios ranged from 
7.5 to 2.6 across seasons (Table 4.3-2). There were more vessels observed during the summer as 
compared to all other seasons, with an average of 113 vessels during weekdays and an average of 
851 vessels observed during weekends. More vessels were observed on average in the afternoon 
as compared to the morning during all seasons and ranged from 752 in the summer to 364 in the 
fall.  


Table 4.3-2. Summary of Vessel Traffic Observed throughout the Intracoastal Waterway in Palm Beach 
County. Summarized by Season and by Time of Day 


Season 
Weekday 
(Average) 


Weekend 
(Average) Ratio (WE/WD) Morning (am) 


Afternoon 
(pm) 


Ratio 
(pm/am) 


Winter 150 479 3.2 248 381 1.5 


Spring 195 515 2.6 212 498 2.3 


Summer 113 851 7.5 213 752 3.5 


Fall 64 433 6.8 133 364 2.7 


Source: Modified from Tables A3 from PBS&J 2009
15


 
Notes: WD = Weekday; WE = Weekend 
 


Vessel size was also recorded during aerial surveys (Table 4.3-3). In addition, this study compiled 
2000 to 2007 vessel registration by size class for all of Palm Beach County (Table 4.3-4). These 
data were used in the Vessel Development Model to project vessel registrations in 2020. Both for 
small vessels (less than 16 feet) and large vessels, a greater number of vessels were recorded 
during aerial surveys conducted during weekend and afternoon observation periods. Aerial survey 
data showed that 90% of all vessels observed were greater than 16 feet in length. The 2007 
registration data did not mirror aerial survey findings of the percentage of small vessels (less than16 
feet). Vessel registrations show that more than 30% of the vessels registered were small vessels 
whereas the aerial survey found that only 10% of the vessels were less than 16 feet in length. 
However, registration data reflects vessels throughout Palm Beach County and not just those 
vessels residing near or traveling within the Intracoastal Waterway. Vessel registration projections 
for 2020 mirrored trends of 2007 vessel registration: more than two times the number of vessels are 
registered for recreational use as compared to commercial use and greater than 60% of the vessels 
are greater than sixteen feet in length. 


Table 4.3-3. Summary of Vessel Size Observed throughout the Intracoastal Waterway in Palm Beach 
County. 


Vessel Size 
Weekday 
(Average) 


Weekend 
(Average) 


Morning 
(8:00 am to 11:59 am) 


Afternoon 
(Noon to 3:00 pm) 


Percentage of 
Total 


< 16 ft 15 52 21 46 10% 


> 16 ft 116 517 180 452 90% 
Source: Modified from Tables A4 from PBSJ 2009


15
 


 
Table 4.3-4. Vessel Registration and 2020 Projections for Palm Beach County. Summarized by Size 


Class and Year 


Vessel Class CANOES CLASS A-1 CLASS A-2 CLASS 1 - 5 


Percentage of Vessels < 16' Vessel Size   Less than 12' 12' - 15'11'' > 16' 


Year Rec Com Rec Com Rec Com Rec Com Rec Com 


2007 264 2 8,550 67 5,535 154 28,619 836 33% 1% 


2020 
(projected) 641 5 10,137 97 3,704 120 37,648 1022 27% 2% 


Source: Modified from Table 1-1 from PBSJ 2009
15


 
Notes: Rec = Recreational; Com = Commercial 
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Video Survey 


Video surveys were conducted at two locations within in the Jupiter Inlet area (Figure 4.3-1) from 
August 17, 2007 through August 19, 2007. Camera 1 was placed at the Jupiter SR 811/Alt A1A 
Bridge and directed southeast toward the Lake Worth Creek/Loxahatchee River confluence. A 
second camera (Camera 2) was placed on the U.S. Highway 1 Bridge and directed east toward 
Jupiter Inlet. Each monitoring period lasted 16 hours from 6 am to 9:59 pm. Data associated with the 
video survey included vessel direction as well as vessel counts at 15 minute increments. However, 
directional data was not provided in tabular form and it was not possible to interpolate the number or 
direction of the vessels from graphs provided in the report. Peak vessel traffic volumes as well as the 
total vessel count per 16 hour period (average daily traffic) were reported (Table 4.3-5). For both 
video survey locations, a greater number of vessels were recorded in the afternoon than in the 
morning). The total number of vessels during the Saturday survey period was similar at both 
locations (992 at Camera 1 versus 1113 at Camera 2). Forecasts out to 2020 show a 22% and 50% 
increase in traffic at the Lake Worth Creek/Loxahatchee River confluence and in Jupiter Inlet, 
respectively. 


It should be noted that data from the video did not record vessels traveling under the Jupiter SR 
811/Alt A1A Bridge or associated Loxahatchee Railroad Bridge. North bound vessels capture on 
Camera 1 could turn west toward the railroad bridge or turn east toward Jupiter Inlet (Figure 4.3-1). 
Similarly, west bound vessels captured on Camera 2 could continue to travel under the railroad 
bridge, turn south into the Intracoastal Waterway, or turn north into the Intracoastal Waterway. 


Table 4.3-5. Vessel Traffic Daily and Peak Volume Totals by Video Recording at two Locations in Jupiter 
Inlet. Traffic Volume Projections through 2020 


Location Data Summary 


Total Vessel Volumes and Projections 


2007 2010 2015 2020 


Jupiter Camera 1 
(Saturday) 


Large Vessels 2 3 3 3 


am Peak Volume 84 88 95 103 


pm Peak Volume 144 151 164 176 


Total Average Daily 
Traffic Volume 992 1042 1128 1213 


Jupiter Camera 2 
(Saturday) 


Large Vessels 0 0 0 0 


am Peak Volume 84 88 95 104 


pm Peak Volume 189 199 215 231 


Total Average Daily 
Traffic Volume 1112 1169 1264 1659 


Source: Modified from Table 2-4 from PBS&J 2009
15


 


4.3.2 2014 Vessel Traffic Survey  


This section summarizes vessel traffic data extracted from a three week video assessment of the 
Loxahatchee River Bridge, from December 31, 2013 to January 21, 2014. 


 
4.3.2.1 Summary of Vessel Traffic Traversing Loxahatchee River Bridge 


Data gathered through a three week video assessment of the Loxahatchee Bridge during winter, 
shows an average of 108 vessel crossings per day occurred (Min=5; Max=335) from Monday to 
Friday, compared to about 271 vessels (Min=119; Max=502) per day on a weekend (Table 4.3-6). 
High vessel activity was observed during four different weekday holidays (around New Years and 
Presidents day) with vessel counts in the range of 200 to 335. When vessel traffic data from holidays 
is not included in the average vessel count for the weekdays, this average value drops to an average 
of 65 vessels per day. Sundays had the highest vessel activity, with exception of the holidays, with a 
range of 119 to 502 vessel counts. The average vessel count for Monday appears high, but these 
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results include data from January 20, 2014 which was a holiday, and thus represents an unusual 
vessel count for Mondays as compared with data from Monday January 27, 2014. 


The average count of commercial vessels per day ranged from 0 to 14 (Figure 4.3-1). A slight 
difference in commercial traffic was observed between weekdays and the weekend (average of 3 
and 5 vessels per day on weekday and weekend respectively). The average count of recreational 
vessels per day ranged from 5 to 500, with lower traffic from Tuesday, Wednesday and Friday and 
an increase in vessel traffic of about 60% during the weekend (Figure 4.3-2). Sunday had the most 
recreational vessel crossings with an average of 313 vessels. 
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Table 4.3-6. Vessel Traffic at Loxahatchee River Bridge Based on FECR Video Assessment from Tuesday December 31, 2013 to Tuesday 
January 21, 2014 


Week Day Date 


Vessel Traffic at Loxahatchee River Bridge
 a
 


Total 


Percent of 
Commercial 
Vessels/day 


Percent of 
Recreational 
Vessels/day 


Morning  
 (6:00 AM-9:59 AM ) 


Noon  
(10:00 AM-1:59 PM) 


Afternoon to Overnight  
(2:00 PM-6:00 AM) 


Commercial Recreational Commercial Recreational Commercial Recreational 


Tuesday 12/31/2013 0 9 1 75 5 139 229 2.6% 97.4% 


Wednesday 1/1/2014 0 13 4 90 1 122 230 2.2% 97.8% 


Thursday 1/2/2014 2 14 2 128 2 187 335 1.8% 98.2% 


Friday 1/3/2014 0 5 7 17 0 23 52 13.5% 86.5% 


Saturday 1/4/2014 5 8 8 50 1 47 119 11.8% 88.2% 


Sunday 1/5/2014 0 8 0 98 0 81 187 0.0% 100.0% 


Monday 1/6/2014 0 13 0 72 0 68 153 0.0% 100.0% 


Tuesday 1/7/2014 0 3 0 8 0 8 19 0.0% 100.0% 


Wednesday 1/8/2014 0 0 0 3 0 2 5 0.0% 100.0% 


Thursday 1/9/2014 0 5 4 7 0 10 26 15.4% 84.6% 


Friday 1/10/2014 2 4 3 49 1 79 138 4.3% 95.7% 


Saturday 1/11/2014 0 22 1 117 7 223 370 2.2% 97.8% 


Sunday 1/12/2014 0 41 0 189 2 270 502 0.4% 99.6% 


Monday 1/13/2014 0 11 0 39 2 48 100 2.0% 98.0% 


Tuesday 1/14/2014 0 15 1 44 0 25 85 1.2% 98.8% 


Wednesday 1/15/2014 0 12 3 9 1 6 31 12.9% 87.1% 


Thursday 1/16/2014 2 3 2 9 0 25 41 9.8% 90.2% 


Friday 1/17/2014 0 10 0 22 4 40 76 5.3% 94.7% 


Saturday 1/18/2014 1 22 2 82 0 92 199 1.5% 98.5% 


Sunday 1/19/2014 0 18 3 106 0 127 254 1.2% 98.8% 


Monday 1/20/2014 0 19 0 91 2 88 200 1.0% 99.0% 
Note: 


a 
Vessel traffic was assessed primarily during daylight hours (from 6:00am to 6:30pm), but casual observations were also recorded later at night.  
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Figure 4.3-2. Average Vessel Count Traversing the Loxahatchee River Bridge  
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4.4 Summary of Bridge Operation at Loxahatchee River 


This section includes data gathered through existing bridge operation studies at and near the 
Loxahatchee River Bridge, and the current and projected operations schedule for freight and 
passenger traffic provided by AAF. These data are summarized herein and will be used to assess 
projected changes in maritime traffic. 


4.4.1 Loxahatchee Bridge Operations Analysis 


A bridge operation survey performed through the assessment of video recordings from the 
Loxahatchee River Bridge show that this operable bridge is closed for an average 19 minutes each 
time (Table 4.4-1). This value is comparable to the values obtained through RTC modeled bridge 
operations using the freight traffic data provided by AAF, which shows the Loxahatchee River Bridge 
is closed about 19 minutes per closure under Existing Conditions (Table 4.4-1). 


Daily closures observed during the video assessment ranged from 0 to 4 closures. Observed 
number of closures is less than half of the daily closures reported by FECR (10 closures per day) 
(Existing Conditions). 


A summary of existing and projected bridge operations is provided in Table 4.4-2. Analysis of RTC 
model data suggests that projected freight increase with the No-Build Alternative without the 
infrastructure contemplated as part of the Proposed Action will increase the average time of each 
bridge closure by approximately 6 minutes. Furthermore, the projected freight traffic under the No-
Build Alternative results in a total average daily bridge closure of 5.8 hours during weekdays and 
approximately 3.6 hours of daily closure during weekends, as compared to approximately 3.57 and 
2.60 hours of daily closure during weekdays and weekends, respectively, under the Existing 
Conditions. Although the Proposed Action (2016 Passenger and upgraded infrastructure) will add to 
the total daily bridge closure time (about 5.53 hours during the weekdays and 5.41 hours during 
weekends), improvements to the rail infrastructure are expected to increase the speed of rail traffic, 
reducing the Proposed Action average time of single closures (11 minutes) by approximately 8 
minutes when compared to Existing Conditions (19 minutes) or about 9 minutes when compared to 
the No-Build Alternative respectively (20 minutes). The Combined Effect (2016 Freight and 
Passenger) will correspond to an average of 8.59 hours of daily closure times during the weekdays 
and 7.23 hours of closure time during the weekends. The total bridge closure estimated for the 2016 
Improved Freight, (Combined Effect minus the Proposed Action; data presented in Appendix A) is 
slightly shorter than the No-Build 2016 Freight. However, the 2016 Improved Freight has a lower 
total daily closure time throughout the week and a reduction of bridge closure that ranges between 3 
and 24 minutes during active vessel traffic (6:00am and 6:00pm).  


Under the Combined Effect, some specific hour periods can potentially show longer periods of 
bridge closure time (above 30 minutes). Extended bridge closure time in a specific hour can be split 
into several short bridge closings periods (e.g., three -10 minutes closings) with bridge openings 
between each bridge closure, or these can happen as one bridge closure in that hour (Table 4.4-3). 
These single extended periods of closure time however, will occur mainly late at night, during which 
there is a decreased vessel traffic compared to daytime hours (Appendix B). In addition these 
extended bridge closures are usually followed by long periods of bridge openings that should allow 
all queue vessels to cross without experiencing multiple bridge closures. Large vessels will not take 
more than 5 to 6 seconds to cross the bridge, thus shorter periods of bridge opening (e.g., 5 
minutes) should be enough to clear queue vessels at both sides of the bridge.  
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Table 4.4-1. Bridge Operation Survey for Loxahatchee River Bridge Based on FECR Video Assessment 


Day of Week 
Time it takes 


bridge to close 
Time it takes 
train to arrive  


Time it takes 
train to cross 


Time it takes Bridge to 
start opening 


Time it takes for 
Bridge to open Total Time 


Values Represent the Average Times Per Day (hh:mm:ss) 


Sunday 0:01:05 0:02:20 0:01:02 0:12:07
 a
 0:01:44 0:18:18 


Monday 0:01:51 0:07:23 0:02:03 0:00:54 0:01:37 0:14:22 


Tuesday 0:01:39 0:14:48 0:01:20 0:01:05 0:01:29 0:20:22 


Wednesday 0:02:02 0:08:59 0:02:57 0:02:22 0:01:51 0:17:52 


Thursday 0:01:43 0:10:41 0:02:30 0:03:36 0:02:07 0:21:17 


Friday 0:02:05 0:12:12 0:02:24 0:01:01 0:01:56 0:19:39 


Saturday 0:01:29 0:13:35 0:03:24 0:02:09 0:01:27 0:22:42 


Statistics of Raw Data for the Bridge Operation Survey
 b


 (hh:mm:ss) 


Average 0:01:46 0:10:47 0:02:30 0:02:21 0:01:45 0:19:27 


              


Minimum 0:00:40 0:00:51 0:00:23 0:00:40 0:00:47 0:07:47 


Median 0:01:53 0:12:11 0:01:53 0:01:08 0:01:54 0:20:24 


Maximum 0:02:30 0:20:08 0:06:19 0:12:07 0:02:31 0:35:18 


Notes: Each day is an average of multiple observations per day that include both single and multiple trains crossing within the closures observed. 
a 
This number is the result of multiple train crossings. 


b
 Average data based on 23 observations 
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Table 4.4-2. Summary of Existing and Projected Bridge Operations for the Loxahatchee River Bridge 


Loxahatchee River Bridge 


Existing 
Conditions 


2013 F 
a
 


No-Build 
Alternative 


2016 F 
a
 


Proposed 
Action 


2016 P 
b
 


Combined 
Effect 2016 


F+ P 
b
 


  Average Single Daily Closure Time (Minutes) 


Sunday 19 20 11 11 


Monday 22 20 12 13 


Tuesday 20 19 11 12 


Wednesday 19 20 12 12 


Thursday 18 20 11 12 


Friday 20 20 11 12 


Saturday 18 21 11 11 


Average Single Daily Closure Time 
c
 (minutes) 19 20 11 12 


Total Number of Daily Closures 10 16 30 42 


  Total Daily Closure Time (Minutes) 


Sunday 148 183 322 437 


Monday 190 315 345 515 


Tuesday 199 370 318 510 


Wednesday 231 394 347 535 


Thursday 216 357 319 508 


Friday 235 318 330 508 


Saturday 164 249 327 430 


Average of Total Weekday Closure Time (Minutes) 214 350.8 332 515 


Average of Total Weekday Closure Time (Hours) 3.57 5.8 5.53 8.59 


Average of Total Weekend Closure Time (Minutes) 156 216 325 434 


Average of Total Weekend Closure Time (Hours) 2.60 3.6 5.41 7.23 


Notes: 
a
Results based on RTC modeling data of train and bridge operations with closure times verified with existing field 


conditions and under the assumption that infrastructure improvements planned under the Proposed Action do not occur. 
b
Results based on RTC modeling data of train and bridge operations for both freight and passenger rail with the planned 


infrastructure improvements planned under the Proposed Action. 
c
Multiple trains(freight and passenger) can cross under a single bridge closure. 


 


Table 4.4-3. Extended Bridge Closures at Loxahatchee River due to Freight and Passenger Train 
Operations 


Day 
Bridge Closure 
Time (hh:mm) 


a
 


Total Number 
of Trains 


Duration of Single 
Closure (Minutes) 


Open Duration Before Next 
Bridge Closure (Minutes) 


Monday 21:05 4 38 32 


Wednesday 21:05 4 38 32 


Note: Extended bridge closures are characterized by single closures longer than 30 minutes 
a
 Time of day when the extended bridge closure occurs 


 


4.5 Model Simulation Results 


No-Build Alternative (Case 2a) Compared to Combined Effect (Case 3) 


Table 4.5-1 shows the model results for marine traffic wait times for total vessels (commercial plus 
recreational), commercial only vessels, and recreational only vessels at Loxahatchee River Bridge 
crossing for the four cases identified in Section 2.5.1. When comparing Case 2a (2016 No-Build 
Alternative) to Case 3 (2016 Freight and Passenger, Combined Effect) an increase in the 
percentage of vessels experiencing a wait from 25% under the No-Build Alternative to 42% under 
the Combined Effect is observed. There is a 90% probability that individual vessels that wait will not 
wait longer than 16.7 minutes under Case 2a, and will not wait longer than 9.8 minutes under Case 
3. The average wait times for vessels that experience a wait is expected to decreases under the 
Combined Effect as compared to the No-Build Alternative, from 9.4 minutes to 5.7 minutes, 
respectively. 
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The effect on vessel wait time for commercial only vessels and recreational only vessels was similar 
to the effect on total vessels. For commercial vessels that wait, average wait time is expected to 
decrease from 6.7 minutes under the No-Build Alternative to 5.4 minutes under the Combined Effect. 
For recreational vessels that wait, average wait time is expected to decrease from 9.5 minutes under 
the No-Build Alternative 5.7 minutes under the Combined Effect. 


Based on vessel traffic characterized in the FECR Video Assessment for the Loxahatchee River 
Bridge (Table 4.3-7), the highest traffic periods for commercial and recreational vessels occur from 
10:00 am to 6:00 pm. Overall, under the No-Build Alternative (Case 2a) and the Combined Effect 
(Case 3) there is a higher probability (> 80%) that vessels will not have to experience a wait time. 
However, the number of vessels that could potentially experience being in a queue from 6:00 am to 
6:00 pm is presented in Table 4.5-2. In general, 


 Under the No-Build Alternative, a vessel queue length (the number of vessels that are 
experiencing a wait) of 1 vessel for both directions (traveling east or west) has the highest 
probability of occurrence (Table 4.5-2); while the maximum vessel queue length with a 
probability 0.2 to 1.7% of occurrence is over 10 vessels. However, there are also blocks of time 
where vessels are expected to have a 0% of queue time (e.g., 6:00 am to 9:00am). 


 Under the Combined Effect, a vessel queue length (the number of vessels that are experiencing 
a wait) of 1 vessel for both directions (traveling east or west) has the highest probability of 
occurrence; while the greatest vessel queue length with a probability ranging from 0.1 to 0.5% is 
over 10 vessels.  


 


Existing Conditions (Case 1) Compared to No-Build Alternative (Case 2a) 


When comparing Case 1 (2013 Existing Conditions) to Case 2a (2016 No-Build Alternative) for total 
vessel traffic, increases in vessel delays are projected. The percentage of vessels that experience a 
wait time increases from 7% under Existing Conditions to 25% for the No-Build Alternative. There is 
a 90% probability that individual vessels that wait will not wait longer than 15.9 minutes under Case 
1, and will not wait longer than 16.7 minutes under Case 2a. The average wait times for vessels that 
experience a wait increases under the No-Build Alternative as compared to the Existing Conditions, 
from 8.3 minutes to 9.4 minutes, respectively. 


The effect on vessel wait time for commercial only vessels and recreational only vessels was similar 
to the effect of total vessels experiencing a wait. For commercial vessels that wait, wait times are 
expected to increase on average from 5.9 minutes under Existing Conditions to 6.7 minutes under 
the No-Build Alternative. For recreational vessels that wait, wait times are expected to increase on 
average from 8.5 minutes under Existing Conditions to 9.5 minutes under the No-Build Alternative. 


Based on vessel traffic characterized in the FECR Video Assessment for the Loxahatchee Bridge 
(Table 4.3-7), the highest traffic periods for commercial and recreational vessels occur from 10:00 
am to 6:00 pm. under the Existing Condition (Case1) and the No-Build Alternative (Case 2a) there is 
a higher probability that vessels will not experience a wait time. However, the number of vessels that 
could potentially experience being in a queue from 6:00 am to 6:00 pm is presented in Table 4.5-2. 
In general,  


 Under the Existing Conditions a vessel queue length (the number of vessels that are 
experiencing a wait) of 1 vessel for both directions (traveling east or west) has the highest 
probability of occurrence; and the maximum vessel queue length with a 0.1 to 1.3 % probability 
of occurrence is over 10 vessels. e.g., 5:00 pm to 7:00 pm). 


 However, there are also blocks of time where vessels are expected to have a 0% of queue time 
(e.g., 6:00 pm to 7:00 pm). 


 Under the No-Build Alternative, a vessel queue length (the number of vessels that are 
experiencing a wait) of 1 vessel for both directions (traveling east or west) has the highest 
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probability of occurrence (Table 4.5-2); while the maximum vessel queue length with a 
probability 0.2 to 1.7% of occurrence is over 10 vessels. However, there are also blocks of time 
where vessels are expected to have a 0% of queue time (6:00 am to 9:00am). 


No-Build Alternative (Case 2a) Compared to 2016 Improve Freight (Case 2b) 


When comparing Case 2a (2016 No-Build Alternative) to Case 2b (2016 Freight, Improved) wait 
times decrease for total vessel traffic. The percentage of vessels that experience a wait time, 
decreases from 25% under 2016 No-Build Alternative to 18% for the 2016 Freight, Improved. There 
is a 90% probability that individual vessels that wait will not wait longer than 16.7 minutes under 
Case 2a, and will not wait longer than 11.4 minutes under Case 2b.  The average wait times for 
vessels that experience a wait decrease under the 2016 Freight, Improved as compared to the 2016 
No-Build Alternative from 9.4 minutes to 6.3 minutes, respectively. 


The effect on vessel wait time for commercial only vessels and recreational only vessels was similar 
to the effect of total vessels experiencing a wait. For commercial vessels that wait, wait times are 
expected to decrease on average from 6.7 minutes under the 2016 No-Build Alternative to 4.2 
minutes under the 2016 Freight-Improved. For recreational vessels that wait, wait times are 
expected to decrease on average from 9.5 minutes under the 2016 No-Build Alternative to 6.4 
minutes under the 2016 Freight-Improved. 


Based on vessel traffic characterized in the FECR Video Assessment for the Loxahatchee River 
Bridge (Table 4.3-7), the highest traffic periods for commercial and recreational vessels occur from 
10:00 am to 6:00 pm. Under the No-Build Alternative (Case 2a) and the 2016 Improved Freight 
(Case 2b) there is a higher probability that vessels will not experience a wait time. However, the 
number of vessels that could potentially experience being in a queue from 6:00 am to 6:00 pm is 
presented in Table 4.5-2. In general,  


 Under the No-Build Alternative, a vessel queue length (the number of vessels that are 
experiencing a wait) of 1 vessel for both directions (traveling east or west) has the highest 
probability of occurrence (Table 4.5-2); while the maximum vessel queue length with a 
probability 0.2 to 1.7% of occurrence is over 10 vessels. However, there are also blocks of time 
where vessels are expected to have a 0% of queue time (e.g., 6:00 am to 9:00am). 


 Under the 2016 Improved Freight (Case 2b), a vessel queue length (the number of vessels that 
are experiencing a wait) of 1 vessel for both directions (traveling east or west) has the highest 
probability of occurrence (Table 4.5-2); while the maximum vessel queue length with a 
probability 0.4 of occurrence is over 10 vessels. However, there are also blocks of time where 
vessels are expected to have a 0% of queue time (e.g., 6:00 am to 9:00am). 
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Table 4.5-1. Simulation Model Results for Loxahatchee River Bridge 


Case Number 1 2a 2b 3 


Train Traffic 2013 F 2016 F 2016 F 2016 F+P 


Infrastructure 2013 (No-Build) 2013 (No-Build) 2016 (Build) 2016 (Build) 


Marine Traffic                                 Units  2013 2016 Projected 
2016 


Projected 
2016 


Projected 


Total Vessel Wait Times 


Vessel Arrivals (#/day) 121 121 121 121 


Vessels With Zero Wait Time (#/day) 112 105 110 74 


% Vessels With Zero Wait Time   93% 87% 91% 61% 


Vessels With Wait Time (#/day) 9 16 11 47 


% Vessels With Wait Time   7% 25% 18% 42% 


Avg. Wait Time (all) a (min) 0.6 1.2 0.6 2.2 


Avg. Wait Time b (min) 8.3 9.4 6.3 5.7 


Most Likely Vessel Wait Time; 
>90% Probability of Occurring  


(min) 15.9 16.7 11.4 9.8 


Commercial Vessel Wait Times 


Vessel Arrivals (#/day) 4 4 4           4 


Vessels With Zero Wait Time (#/day) 4 4 4 2 


% Vessels With Zero Wait Time   84% 84% 86% 56% 


Vessels With Wait Time (#/day) 1 1 1 2 


% Vessels With Wait Time   16% 16% 14% 44% 


Avg. Wait Time (all) a (min) 0.9 1.2 0.6 2.4 


Avg. Wait Time b (min) 5.9 6.7 4.2 5.4 


Most Likely Vessel Wait Time; 
>90% Probability of Occurring  


(min) 15.4 15.7 11.0 10.1 


Recreational Vessel Wait Times 


Vessel Arrivals (#/day) 116 116 116 116 


Vessels With Zero Wait Time (#/day) 108 101 106 71 


% Vessels With Zero Wait Time   93% 87% 91% 61% 


Vessels With Wait Time (#/day) 8 15 11 45 


% Vessels With Wait Time   7% 13% 9% 39% 


Avg. Wait Time (all) a (min) 0.6 1.2 0.6 2.2 


Avg. Wait Time b (min) 8.5 9.5 6.4 5.7 


Most Likely Vessel Wait Time; 
>90% Probability of Occurring  


(min) 15.9 16.8 11.4 9.8 


Notes:  
a
 Average time all vessels will have to wait before crossing the bridge (average between vessels with wait time and 
vessels with no wait time)  


 b 
Average time queue vessels will have to wait before crossing the bridge 
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Table 4.5-2. Simulation Model Results for Vessel Queue Lengths at Loxahatchee River Bridge 


Case Time 


Length of Queue (vessels) 


Minimum 
Queue 


Percent 
Chance 


Maximum 
Queue 


Percent 
Chance 


Case Number: 1 
Train Traffic: 2014 F 
Infrastructure: 2014 (No-Build) 
Marine Traffic: 2014 


6-7 am 1 0.2 1 0.2 


7-8 am 1 2.5 2 0.3 


8-9 am 1 3.2 3 0.3 


9-10 am 1 1.9 3 0.1 


10-11 am 1 3.6 4 0.1 


11 am – 12 noon 1 1.5 4 0.1 


12 noon-1pm 1 3.7 6 0.1 


1-2 pm 1 0.3 5 0.1 


2-3 pm 1 2.2 8 0.1 


3-4 pm 1 2.4 >10 0.1 


4-5 pm 1 2.4 >10 1.3 


5-6 pm nq na nq na 


6-7 pm nq na nq na 


Case Number: 2a 
Train Traffic: 2016 F 
Infrastructure: 2014 (No-Build) 
Marine Traffic: 2016 Projected 


6-7 am nq na nq na 


7-8 am nq na nq na 


8-9 am nq na nq na 


9-10 am 1 0.4 2 0.1 


10-11 am 1 6.4 7 0.2 


11 am – 12 noon 1 0.5 7 0.1 


12 noon-1pm 1 5.5 >10 0.2 


1-2 pm 1 1.3 7 0.1 


2-3 pm 1 0.1 1 0.1 


3-4 pm 1 3.3 6 0.1 


4-5 pm 1 8 >10 1.7 


5-6 pm 1 6.6 >10 1.5 


6-7 pm nq na nq na 


Case Number: 2b 
Train Traffic: 2016 F 
Infrastructure: 2016 
Marine Traffic: 2016 Projected 


6-7 am nq na nq na 


7-8 am nq na nq na 


8-9 am nq na nq na 


9-10 am 1 0.2 1 0.2 


10-11 am 1 4.2 5 0.1 


11 am – 12 noon 1 0.5 4 0.1 


12 noon-1pm 1 4 8 0.1 


1-2 pm 1 1.2 4 0.1 


2-3 pm 1 0.1 1 0.1 


3-4 pm 1 2.4 5 0.1 


4-5 pm 1 5.8 >10 0.4 


5-6 pm 1 4.8 >10 0.4 


6-7 pm nq na nq na 


Case Number: 3 
Train Traffic: 2016 F + P 
Infrastructure: 2016 
Marine Traffic: 2016 Projected 


6-7 am 1 0.8 2 0.1 


7-8 am 1 4.2 2 0.5 


8-9 am 1 6.7 3 0.2 


9-10 am 1 6.8 4 0.1 


10-11 am 1 9 6 0.1 


11 am – 12 noon 1 10.8 >10 0.4 


12 noon-1pm 1 9.9 >10 0.1 


1-2 pm 1 10.1 >10 0.4 


2-3 pm 1 8.1 >10 0.1 


3-4 pm 1 9.2 >10 0.5 


4-5 pm 1 9.9 >10 0.2 


5-6 pm 1 12.9 >10 0.4 


6-7pm 1 0.6 >10 0.1 
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5.0  Characterization of St. Lucie River Bridge 


5.1 Project Area description 


5.1.1 Location of St. Lucie River Waterway 


The St. Lucie River is located between St. Lucie and Martin Counties. The headwaters of the North 
Fork are located in St. Lucie County near I-95 and flows south into Martin County where it joins the 
north-flowing South Fork. The headwaters for the South Forks are located east of I-95 and northwest 
of Hobe Sound. The North Fork, passes through Port Saint Lucie and White City, The North and 
South Forks meet just south of the old Roosevelt Bridge in Stuart to form the main confluence of the 
St. Lucie River. From here, the River travels east, passing under the St. Lucie River Bridge and the 
Roosevelt Bridge until it reaches the northern end of Sewall’s Point peninsula, where the river then 
runs south under the Evans Crary Bridge and then into the Indian River Lagoon, which goes into the 
Atlantic Ocean. The St. Lucie River connects to Lake Okeechobee by the St. Lucie Canal. 


The primary bridges crossing the St. Lucie River within the extent of waterfront development, as 
defined in Figure 5.1-1, include three operable bridges and ten stationary bridges. Operable bridges 
include the St. Lucie River Bridge and the Dixie Highway Bridge, located at the confluence, 
approximately 5.92 miles and 5.97 miles from the St. Lucie River inlet, respectively and a railroad 
bridge located in the South Fork at the Okeechobee Waterway. Stationary bridges include the 
Roosevelt Highway Bridge, located 5.82 miles from the St. Lucie River inlet in the confluence of the 
River; the State Road 716 Bridge, located 7.22 miles from the St. Lucie River Bridge in the North 
Fork; the Prima Vista Boulevard Bridge, located 12.7 miles from the St. Lucie River Bridge in the 
North Fork; the County Road 712 Bridge, located 16.61 miles from the St. Lucie River Bridge in the 
North Fork; the State Road 714 Bridge, located 2.09 miles from the St. Lucie River Bridge in the 
South Fork; the I-95 Bridge, located 6.4 miles from the St. Lucie River Bridge in the South Fork; the 
Florida Turnpike Bridge, located 6.69 miles from the St. Lucie River Bridge in the South Fork; the 
SW 96


th
 Street Bridge, located 9.43 miles from the St. Lucie River Bridge in the South Fork; the SR 


710 Bridge, located 20.69 miles from the St. Lucie River Bridge in the South Fork; and the Conner’s 
Highway Bridge, located 31.32 miles from the St. Lucie River Bridge, which thereafter enters Lake 
Okeechobee. Characterization and location of these bridges, within the extent of waterfront 
development as defined in Figure 5.1-1 in the confluence and North and South Forks, can be found 
in Table 5.1-1. 


5.1.2 Location of St. Lucie River Bridge 


The St. Lucie River Bridge is located about 5.92 miles from the St. Lucie River’s inlet (27°12'12.84"N 
80°15'36.41"W) (Figure 5.1-1). This operable bridge has a vertical clearance of 7 feet and a 
horizontal clearance of 50 feet (Table 5.1-1). Although this bridge remains open to the waterway to 
allow a continuous flow of vessel traffic, it closes an average of 10 times daily to accommodate 
freight rail service. While closed, most vessels (with the exception of small recreational vessels less 
than 16 feet size class) are unable to pass through the bridge, and queue while waiting for the bridge 
to re-open. 
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Table 5.1-1.  Characterization of Bridges Crossing the St. Lucie River Bridge 


Bridge name Type of bridge 


Location where 
bridge crosses the 


river 


Vertical 
clearance 


(feet) 


Horizontal 
clearance 


(feet) 


State Highway A1A fixed Inlet 65 125 


Roosevelt Highway fixed 
Confluence east of 


the rail bridge 
65 90 


St. Lucie River Bridge operable/bascule Confluence 7 50 


Dixie Highway Bridge operable/bascule 
Confluence west of 


the rail bridge 
14 58 


State Road 714 Bridge fixed South Fork 54 90 


I-95 Bridge fixed South Fork 56 110 


Fl Turnpike Bridge fixed South Fork 56 90 


SW 96th Street Bridge fixed South Fork 56 90 


SW Warfield Boulevard Bridge fixed South Fork 55 90 


CSX Railroad Bridge operable/swing South Fork 7 47 


State Road 716 Bridge fixed North Fork 18.4 75.5 


E Prima Vista Boulevard Bridge fixed North Fork 12.8 57.7 


Country Road 712 Bridge fixed North Fork ND ND 


Notes: ND = no data 
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Figure 5.1-1. St. Lucie River Bridge Location Map 
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5.1.3 Land-use, Population Density 


The upper North Fork of the St. Lucie River is primarily preserve land bordered by residential 
communities. South of Port St. Lucie, the North Fork widens and is surrounded by residences on the 
banks and golf courses until reaching the confluence (Figure 5.1-2). From Lake Okeechobee 
through much of the southwestern regions of the South Fork, the land use primarily consists of 
agricultural and some residential. After passing underneath the I-95 Bridge, the banks of the St. 
Lucie River are again dominated by residential land use and some marine facilities until reaching the 
confluence at the Dixie Highway Bridge, where more commercial land use and marine facilities can 
be found. A unique mixed land use of commercial and residential is found in this location; traveling 
east in the confluence the land use returns to primarily residential. 


Population density maps developed through GIS analysis show adjacent lands to the St. Lucie River 
have census blocks with population densities that extend from Class 1 to Class 3. Land with 
waterfront access in only occupied by Class 1 and Class 2 population areas. Class 1 population 
density can be found east of the Loxahatchee River Bridge by the river Inlet (Figure 5.1-3), while 
waterfront areas in the confluence and the Forks of the Loxahatchee River have population densities 
in the range of Class 1, with the exception of the south Fork that includes an area of Class 2. About 
28 square miles of land adjacent to the Loxahatchee River have waterfront access. The number of 
people in this area is approximately 70,323 to 76,396 people (Table 5.1-2). 


Table 5.1-2. Land Area and Population Density with Waterfront Access at the St. Lucie River 


Class 
Total Area 


(square miles) 
Area with Waterfront 


Access (square miles) 
Percent with 


Waterfront Access 
Population within Waterfront 


Access Size Class 


1 43.3 25.7 59% 64,245 


2 5.7 2.4 43% 9,115 


3 0.2   0%  
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Figure 5.1-2. St. Lucie River Bridge Adjacent Land Use 
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Figure 5.1-2. St. Lucie River Bridge Adjacent Population Density per Census Block 
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5.2 Marine Industry at St. Lucie River FEC Bridge 


The St. Lucie River supports a marine industry that primarily services smaller recreational vessels. 
Public and private marine facilities are concentrated in the eastern portions of the river and include 
seven marinas and four boat ramps. Boat/yacht clubs, waterfront restaurants and waterfront hotels 
that cater to mariners occur within St. Lucie and Martin counties; however, these waterway features 
are concentrated along the Intracoastal Waterway and are not located on the St. Lucie River 
(Figure 5.2-1). With the exception of a large commercial area and marine facilities near Jupiter Inlet, 
waterfront development is predominantly private residences, which provide approximately 
135 private slips and 1,061 private docks.4


 
While the St. Lucie River is located in both Martin and 


St. Lucie counties, waterfront development and marine facilities are overwhelmingly concentrated in 
St. Lucie County. This waterway overview provides a description of the navigable extent of the 
St. Lucie River and a characterization of the vessel traffic, waterway facilities, and the current and 
proposed use of the river.  


5.2.1 Vessel Traffic Patterns 


The St. Lucie River going up river has a broad river channel at its confluence with the Indian River 
Lagoon. The Indian River Lagoon provides mariners with access to the Atlantic Ocean and the 
Intracoastal Waterway. From the St. Lucie Bridge, the St. Lucie River travels inland southwestward 
to South Fork where it enters the St. Lucie Canal. After entering the St. Lucie Canal (Okeechobee 
Waterway), the waterway continues generally west southwestward to Port Mayaca where the canal 
enters Lake Okeechobee. The Okeechobee Waterway provides a route across the state a Florida 
from the St. Lucie River to Punta Rassa, approximately 90 miles south of the entrance to Tampa Bay 
on Florida’s west coast.  


5.2.2 Vessel Registration and Population Trends 


St. Lucie County has grown by approximately 32.7% from a population of 211,898 people in 2003 to 
a population of 281,151 people in 2013. The county’s population is projected to grow to 307,870 
people by 2016 and to 387,701 by 2025.4 Martin County tends to be less developed than St. Lucie 
County, with a population of 148,077 people in 2013. Population growth in Martin County has grown 
more slowly than St. Lucie County over the last decade from a population of 134,491 people in 2003.  
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Figure 5.2-1. Marinas and Commercial Docks Along St. Lucie River 
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Vessel registration information for St. Lucie and Martin counties from 2003 to 2013 were obtained 
from the Florida Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles. Similar to other counties in 
Florida, vessel registration grew between 2003 and 2008; however, during the recession from 2009 
to 2013, vessel registration declined from peak vessel registration (2005 to 2006). Overall, vessel 
registration declined by approximately 10.5% between 2003 to 2013 in both St. Lucie County and 
Martin counties.


10 
 


Based on County population and vessel registration data for 2003 to 2013, the 10-year average of 
registered vessels per capita is 5.17% for St. Lucie County and 11.66% for Martin County. This per 
capita average of registered vessels was then compared to county population growth forecasts 
obtained from the Bureau of Economic and Business Research.5 Based on these population 
forecasts, it is anticipated that registered vessels will increase to 15,916 in St. Lucie County and will 
increase to 17,956 in Martin County by 2016. These data are provided in Table 5.2-1. 


Table 5.2-1. Population and Vessel Registration in St. Lucie and Martin Counties (2003 and 2016Error! 
Bookmark not defined. 


Year 


St. Lucie County Martin County 


Total 
Population 


Total  
Vessel 


Registration 


Percentage of 
Population 


with  
Registered 


Vessels 
Total 


Population 


Total  
Vessel 


Registration 


Percentage of 
Population 


with  
Registered 


Vessels 


2003 211,898 13,154 6.21% 134,491 17,446 12.97% 


2004 226,216 13,398 5.92% 137,637 17,639 12.82% 


2005 240,039 13,999 5.83% 141,059 17,661 12.52% 


2006 259,315 14,154 5.46% 142,645 17,315 12.14% 


2007 271,961 14,053 5.17% 143,737 16,772 11.67% 


2008 276,585 13,907 5.03% 143,868 17,826 12.39% 


2009 272,864 13,621 4.99% 143,856 15,932 11.07% 


2010 277,789 13,123 4.72% 146,318 15,652 10.70% 


2011 279,696 12,857 4.60% 146,689 15,745 10.73% 


2012 280,355 12,577 4.49% 147,203 15,702 10.67% 


2013 281,151 12,564 4.47% 148,077 15,606 10.54% 


2016 
(Projected) 


307,870 15,916 5.17% 153,999 17,956 11.66% 


5.2.3 Inventory of Waterway Features 


The Waterway Features Inventory of recreational and commercial boating access facilities includes 
boat ramps, marinas, dry storage facilities, anchorages, and commercial entities in both Martin and 
St. Lucie counties (Table 5.2-2). Waterfront residences with dockage or slips along the St. Lucie 
River in both counties were also estimated. In order to estimate the number of waterfront residential 
properties that include wetslips and docks, a sampling procedure was used. For the purposes of this 
study, the St. Lucie River was surveyed for the extent of its navigable area east of the operable 
bridge, including the Okeechobee Waterway to the west, and to the Intracoastal Waterway to the 
east. 


5.2.3.1 Marinas, Boat Ramps and Repair/ Support Facility Inventory  


There are 15 public and private marinas on the St. Lucie River. The number of slips at these marinas 
ranges from 8 to nearly 200, with a total of 439 slips and an average of approximately 35 slips per 
marina. Marinas occur throughout the St. Lucie River but many are concentrated in the vicinity of the 
St. Lucie River Bridge.Error! Bookmark not defined. 
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Table 5.2-2. Overview of Waterway Features on the St. Lucie River and Associated Waterways 


Boating Facility Number Slips  


Location Relative to 
St. Lucie River FEC Corridor Railway Bridge 


East West 


Commercial Marina 9 439 4 5 


Public Marina 6 78 2 4 


Private Club 5 192 3 2 


Hotel/ Restaurant 5 207 3 2 


Total  25 916 12 13 


Source: Florida Fish and Wildlife Research Institute, 20094 


 


There are 15 boat ramps located on the St. Lucie River, all of which are public (Table 5.2-3). In 
addition, two anchorages, and five waterfront vessel repair and service facilities are located on the 
St. Lucie River. 


Table 5.2-3. Boat Ramps, Anchorages, and Vessel Repair Facilities on the St. Lucie River 


Boating Facility Number 


Location Relative to 
St. Lucie River FEC Corridor Railway Bridge 


East West 


Boat Ramp 15 2 13 


Anchorage 2 1 1 


Repair/ Support Facilities 5 3 2 


Total 22 6 16 


Source: Florida Fish and Wildlife Research Institute, 20094 


 
5.2.3.2 Residential Boating Facility Inventory 


The St. Lucie River and nearby area islands in the Intracoastal Waterway have a high number of 
residential waterfront properties and numerous residential neighborhoods with waterway access to 
the river. These parcels contain a large number of docks, while approximately 12.3% contain a slip. 
Overall, approximately 82.8% of all waterfront properties contain either a dock or a slip (Table 5.2-4). 
The majority of these small private waterfront housing developments on the St. Lucie River meet the 
boating needs of the residences, but do not provide public boating access. While secondary to 
marinas and other public marine facilities, an inventory of the docks and slips at waterfront housing 
developments is important to provide an overall picture of the complete marine industry and 
recreational use of the St. Lucie River. Utilizing methodology provided in Section 2.1, the 
approximate number of docks and slips for single family, multi-family greater than 10, multi-family 
less than 10, and condominiums were counted or estimated (Table 5.2-4).  


Table 5.2-4.  Overview of Residential Boating Features of Waterfront Properties on the St. Lucie River 


Land Use 


Total 
Waterfront 
Properties 


Estimated 
Properties with 


Docks 


Estimated 
Properties with 


Slips 


Estimated 
Properties with 
Docks or Slips 


Single Family 2,847 2,021
a
 341


a
 2,362


a
 


Multi Family <10 Units 32 17 2 19 


Multi Family >10 Units 3 2 0 2 


Condominiums 15 1 14 15 


Total Waterfront 
Properties  


2,897 2,041 357 2,398 


Note: 
a
Estimated based on a percent of parcels with docks or slips from a random sample of 100 WFP parcels on the St. Lucie   


  River  


 
5.2.3.3 Purpose and Use of Navigation Infrastructure (Commercial versus Recreational) 


Navigation on the St. Lucie River is predominantly recreational, with limited commercial and marine 
industry vessel traffic. The size of the waterway for inland portions of the St. Lucie River limit the 
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extent of commercial marine activities. No commercial barge traffic occurs in the St. Lucie River. 
Inland commercial vessel activities are primarily associated with water taxi/bus, restaurant, and 
touring operations.  


5.2.4 Economic Analysis 


The total economic value of the marine industry along the St. Lucie River is based on all marine 
related sales along this river, including those directly related to marine services (e.g., vessel sales, 
vessel repairs, recreational equipment) and those that are outside the marine industry but related to 
marine activity (e.g., sales of food and ice for boating trips). The type of sales that were considered 
in the marine industry includes: 


 Vessel and yacht sales;  


 Vessel accessories and replacement parts (e.g., trailers, electronics); 


 Vessel services (e.g., repair, maintenance, interior design); 


 Vessel storage (e.g., marinas, onshore storage); 


 Sales at businesses frequented during boating trips (e.g., hotels and restaurants); 


 Recreational equipment and instruction (e.g., dive equipment, fishing tackle, water ski 
instruction); 


 Inland waterway businesses (e.g., water taxis and charter boats); and 


 Other miscellaneous costs (e.g., insurance, business/personal services). 


This analysis estimates the direct, indirect, and induced benefits of the marine industry along the St. 
Lucie River to the local economy. In order to determine the direct economic value attributed to the 
St. Lucie River, the total direct economic value of the marine industries in Martin and St. Lucie 
Counties were estimated and then the relative percentages of the marine industry that can be 
attributed to the portion of the St. Lucie River that lies in each of these counties was applied. After 
calculating the direct economic value of the marine industry for the portion of the St. Lucie River that 
lies in each county, these figures were used to determine the resulting indirect and induced benefits. 
This analysis also considers the number of jobs that are supported by the economic activity 
associated with the marine industry along the St. Lucie River. 


5.2.4.1 Economic Benefits of the Marine Industry in Martin County 


The direct economic value of the marine industry in Martin County was determined by updating the 
economic analysis performed by the State of Florida in 2011. The state’s study was updated from 
the base year of 1999, when the original study for Martin County was performed, to reflect the total 
value of the industry in December 2013. The direct economic value of the marine industry 
associated with the portion of the St. Lucie River that lies in Martin County includes all direct 
spending associated with the marine industry that occurred in the vicinity of this portion of the St. 
Lucie River. In other words, it includes all marine-related spending by the individuals utilizing this 
portion of the waterway. 


The direct benefits of the marine industry in Martin County were determined by escalating the values 
determined in the base year of 1999 in accordance with growth experienced between that time and 
December 2013. The gross sales in Kind Code 28 for Martin County grew by 58.73% in that period, 
while the Consumer Price Index increased by 38.47%. In accordance with the methodology 
described in Chapter 2, retail sales were escalated by 58.73% while non-marine benefits were 
escalated by 38.47%. As seen in Table 5.2-5, the resulting estimated total economic value of the 
marine industry in Martin County in December 2013 was $523.7 million. 
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Table 5.2-5. Direct Benefits of the Marine Industry in Martin County 


Business Type 
1999 Marine 


Business Volume 
Estimated 2013  


Marine Business Volume 


Total Direct Benefits (marine only) $307,515,142  $488,116,321  


Non-marine Benefits (gas, food, drink, ice) $25,700,000  $35,587,399  


Total Marine and Non-marine Direct Benefits $333,215,142  $523,703,720  


Source: Original 1999 marine business volume obtained from Appendix K of the Update of the Economic Benefits of the District’s 
Waterways in Florida, Main Report by the Florida Inland Navigation District, December 2011. Available at 
http://www.aicw.org/studies.jhtml?method=list 


 


Due to indirect and induced effects of expenditures in the marine industry in Martin County, the total 
economic value of the industry is greater than the initial direct spending. The resulting total economic 
value of the marine industry for Martin County, including direct, indirect, and induced effects, was 
generated by using IMPLAN economic modeling software for the 1999 data. Because the distribution 
of economic value is similar to the distribution at the time of the original study, the relative indirect 
and induced effects would also be similar. Therefore, extrapolating from the data obtained for the 
1999 model results, the estimated 2013 results show that the total value of the marine industry in 
Martin County is $705.0 million, with $523.7 million in direct sales, $86.0 million in indirect benefits, 
and $95.3 million in induced benefits (see Table 5.2-6).  


The economic activity associated with Martin County’s marine industry also supports local area 
employment, including jobs associated with the direct effects of spending in the industry as well as 
jobs associated with indirect and induced economic activity. These benefits, including both the 
number of jobs and personal income, were estimated using the same methodology of applying the 
1999 IMPLAN model run percentages to determine the total effects. The results show that direct 
spending in the marine industry supports 4,588 jobs and $138.1 million in personal income. 
Additionally, the total spending associated with the marine industry, including direct, indirect, and 
induced effects, supports 7,049 jobs and $205.5 million in personal income (see Table 5.2-6). 


Table 5.2-6. Direct, Indirect, and Induced Benefits of the Marine Industry in Martin County 


 


Original 1999 Model Results Estimated 2013 Figures 


Direct Indirect Induced Total Direct Indirect Induced Total 


Business Volume  
(in millions) 


$314.8 $51.7 $57.3 $423.8 $523.7 $86.0 $95.3 $705.0 


Personal Income  
(in millions) 


$83.0 $19.0 $21.5 $123.5 $138.1 $31.6 $35.8 $205.5 


Employment 2,758 663 816 4,237 4,588 1,103 1,358 7,049 


Source: Original 1999 model results obtained from Appendix K of the Update of the Economic Benefits of the District’s Waterways 
in Florida, Main Report by the Florida Inland Navigation District, December 2011. Available at 
http://www.aicw.org/studies.jhtml?method=list 


 


5.2.4.2 Economic Benefits of the Marine Industry in St. Lucie County 


The direct economic value of the marine industry in St. Lucie County was determined by updating 
the economic analysis performed by the State of Florida in 2011. Because the economic studies for 
the marine industry in Martin and St. Lucie Counties were both performed in 1999, the methodology 
for updating data to December 2013 values is the same for both counties. The direct economic value 
of the marine industry associated with the portion of the St. Lucie River that lies in St. Lucie County 
includes all direct spending associated with the marine industry that occurred in the vicinity of this 
portion of the St. Lucie River. In other words, it includes all marine-related spending by the 
individuals utilizing this portion of the waterway. 


The direct benefits of the marine industry in St. Lucie County were determined by escalating the 
values determined in the base year of 1999 in accordance with growth experienced between that 
time and December 2013. The gross sales in Kind Code 28 for St. Lucie County grew by 49.32% in 
that period, while the Consumer Price Index increased by 38.47%. In accordance with the 



http://www.aicw.org/studies.jhtml?method=list

http://www.aicw.org/studies.jhtml?method=list
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methodology described in Chapter 2, retail sales were escalated by 49.32% while non-marine 
benefits were escalated by 38.47%; there is no revenue from port operations in this county. As seen 
in 5.2-7, he resulting estimated total economic value of the marine industry in St. Lucie County in 
December 2013 was $308.3 million. 


 
Table 5.2-7. Direct Benefits of the Marine Industry in St. Lucie County 


Business Type 
1999 Marine 


Business Volume 
Estimated 2013 Marine 


Business Volume 


Total Direct Benefits (marine only) $186,473,389  $278,438,465  


Non-marine Benefits (gas, food, drink, ice) $21,600,000  $29,910,032  


Total Marine and Non-marine Direct Benefits $208,073,389  $308,348,497  


Source: Original 1999 marine business volume obtained from Appendix J of the Update of the Economic Benefits of the District’s 
Waterways in Florida, Main Report by the Florida Inland Navigation District, December 2011. Available at 
http://www.aicw.org/studies.jhtml?method=list 


The resulting total economic value of the marine industry for St. Lucie County, including direct, 
indirect, and induced effects, was generated by using IMPLAN economic modeling software for the 
1999 data. Because the distribution of economic value is similar to the distribution at the time of the 
original study, the relative indirect and induced effects would also be similar; this also applies for the 
calculation of personal income and employment. Therefore, extrapolating from the data obtained for 
the 1999 model results, the estimated 2013 results show that the total value of the marine industry in 
St. Lucie County is $420.85 million, with $308.35 million in direct sales, $53.17 million in indirect 
benefits, and $59.33 million in induced benefits. Additionally, the total personal income generated by 
the industry is $106.60 million and the total associated employment is 3,771 jobs (see Table 5.2-8). 


 
Table 5.2-8. Direct, Indirect, and Induced Benefits of the Marine Industry in St. Lucie County 


 


Original 1999 Model Results Estimated 2013 Figures 


 
Direct Indirect Induced Total Direct Indirect Induced Total 


Business Volume  
(in millions) 


$192.87 $33.26 $37.11 $263.24 $308.35 $53.17 $59.33 $420.85 


Personal Income  
(in millions) 


$40.34 $12.46 $13.88 $66.68 $64.49 $19.92 $22.19 $106.60 


Employment 1,377 441 541 2,359 2,201 705 865 3,771 


Source: Original 1999 model results obtained from Appendix J of the Update of the Economic Benefits of the District’s Waterways 
in Florida, Main Report by the Florida Inland Navigation District, December 2011. Available at 
http://www.aicw.org/studies.jhtml?method=list 


 
5.2.4.3 Economic Benefits of the Marine Industry associated with the St. Lucie River 


The St. Lucie River represents approximately 82.9% of the marine activity in Martin County and 
15.3% in St. Lucie County. Because the economic activity associated with the St. Lucie River is 
located in both Martin and St. Lucie Counties, the total economic value of this river is equivalent to 
82.9% of the economic value of the marine industry in Martin County plus 15.3% of the economic 
value of the marine industry in St. Lucie County, resulting in a total economic value of $648.8 million. 
This total value is comprised of $481.3 million in direct expenditures, $79.4 million in indirect effects, 
and $88.1 million in indirect effects. This activity supports a total of 6,420 jobs and $186.6 million in 
personal income (see Table 5.2-9). 
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Table 5.2-9. Direct, Indirect, and Induced Benefits of the Marine Industry along the St. Lucie River 


 Direct Indirect Induced Total 


Portion within 
Martin County 


Business Volume (in millions) $434.1 $71.3 $79.0 $584.4 


Personal Income (in millions) $114.4 $26.2 $29.7 $170.3 


Employment 3,803 914 1,125 5,843 


Portion within  
St. Lucie County 


Business Volume (in millions) $47.2 $8.1 $9.1 $64.4 


Personal Income (in millions) $9.9 $3.0 $3.4 $16.3 


Employment 337 108 132 577 


Total 


Business Volume (in millions) $481.3 $79.4 $88.1 $648.8 


Personal Income (in millions) $124.3 $29.2 $33.1 $186.6 


Employment 4,140 1,022 1,258 6,420 


Source: Original 2007 model results obtained from Appendix M of the Update of the Economic Benefits of the District’s Waterways 
in Florida, Main Report by the Florida Inland Navigation District, December 2011. Available at 
http://www.aicw.org/studies.jhtml?method=list 


5.2.5 Public Outreach 


A summary of public participation initiatives and community outreach events, particularly related to 
navigation that occurred in the vicinity of the St. Lucie River, are presented in the Tables 5.2-10 and 
5.2-11. Additionally, details regarding other meetings that specifically addressed navigation issues 
on the St. Lucie River are outlined below. 


 
Table 5.2-10. St. Lucie River Community Outreach (page 1 of 3) 


Presentation Made To Type of Event 


May 2012 


Central Florida Partnership Presentation – Board Meeting 


City of Orlando Meeting - Mayor Buddy Dyer 


Greater Orlando Aviation Authority (GOAA) Briefing - Stan Thornton, Project Liaison Manager 


GOAA Briefing - Phil Brown, Executive Director 


MetroPlan Orlando Transit-Oriented Development Forum 


Orange County Meeting - Mayor Jacobs, Jim Harrison, Assistant County 
Administrator 


SeaWorld Meeting - Terry Prather 


Transit Oriented Development Briefing - Tony Brown, Executive Director 
Commissioner Lowe 
Scott Evans, Planning Director 


Universal Florida Meeting - John McReynolds 


June 2012 


Orange County Environmental Protection Division Briefing - Lori Cuniff 


Osceola County Briefing - Don Fisher, County Manager 


GOAA Meeting – Phil Brown and Staff 


July 2012 


GOAA Meeting – GOAA staff, United States Congressman John 
Mica 


Orlando Sentinel Meeting - Editorial Board 


August 2012 


FDEP, USACE, SFWMD, SJRWMD and others Tiger Team Meetings 


FDEP, SFWMD and SJRWMD Pre-application meeting/Bi-monthly conference calls 


September 2012 


FDEP, USACE, SFWMD, SJRWMD and others Tiger Team Meeting 


FDEP, SFWMD and SJRWMD Bi-monthly conference calls 


MetroPlan Orlando Presentation – monthly board meeting  


TCRPC Presentation – monthly board meeting 


 



http://www.aicw.org/studies.jhtml?method=list
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Table 5.2-10. St. Lucie River Community Outreach (page 2 of 3) 


Presentation Made To Type of Event 


October 2012 


FDEP, SFWMD and SJRWMD Bi-monthly conference calls 


November 2012 


Universal Studios Briefing – John McReynolds, SVP, External Affairs, and 
Alice Norsworthy, EVP, Marketing and Sales 


FDEP, SFWMD and SJRWMD Bi-monthly conference calls 


FDEP, USACE, SFWMD, SJRWMD and others Tiger Team Meeting 


City of Titusville Call – Mayor Jim Tulley 


December 2012 


FDEP, USACE, SFWMD, SJRWMD and others Tiger Team Meeting 


USACE Bi-monthly conference calls 


FDEP, SFWMD and SJRWMD Bi-monthly conference calls 


Space Coast Transportation Planning Organization Presentation – monthly board meeting 


January 2013 


FDEP, SFWMD and SJRWMD Bi-monthly conference calls 


FDEP, USACE, SFWMD, SJRWMD and others Tiger Team Meeting 


City of Orlando Briefing – Mayor Buddy Dyer 


Central Florida Urban League Briefing – Allie Braswell, Executive Director 


February 2013 


FDEP, SFWMD and SJRWMD Bi-monthly conference calls 


FDEP, USACE, SFWMD, SJRWMD and others Tiger Team Meeting 


City of Titusville Briefing – Mayor Jim Tulley 


March 2013 


FDOT, District 4 Briefing – Amie Goddeau 


FDEP, SFWMD and SJRWMD Bi-monthly conference calls 


April 2013 


Audubon Florida – Central Florida  Briefing - Charles Lee 


NAIOP Central Florida Chapter Presentation – monthly meeting 


FDEP, USACE, SFWMD, SJRWMD and others Tiger Team Meeting 


FDEP, SFWMD and SJRWMD Bi-monthly conference calls 


SR 528 Land Manager Meeting Environmental Coordination Meeting 


GOAA Environmental Coordination Meeting 


Mayors Mean Business – Florida League of Mayors Presentation – more than 50 mayors at annual Florida 
League of Mayors meeting 


Women in Transportation – Central Florida chapter Presentation – at annual scholarship dinner 


Notice of Intent published April 15, 2013 initiated EIS scoping process 
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Table 5.2-10. St. Lucie River Community Outreach (page 3 of 3) 
Presentation Made To Type of Event 


May 2013 


USACE, USFWS, Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA), FDEP, Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission (FFWCC), SJRWMD, and GOAA 


Agency/tribal Coordination Meeting (Section 2.2.2) 


EIS Process scoping meeting/open house Public meeting – Orlando (Section 2.2.5) 


FDEP, U USACE, SFWMD, SJRWMD and others Tiger Team Meeting 


City of Fort Pierce Briefing – City Manager, Engineer and Planning Director 


City of Fort Pierce Briefing – Mayor Linda Hudson 


City of Fort Pierce Briefing – Commissioner Eddie Becht 


City of Fort Pierce Briefing – Commissioner Rufus Alexander 


City of Fort Pierce Briefing – Commissioner Reggie Sessions 


City of Fort Pierce Briefing – Commissioner Tom Perona 


St. Lucie Transportation Planning Organization Briefing – Peter Buchwald, Executive Director 


Florida Transportation Commission Presentation at public meeting 


St. Lucie County Briefing – Commissioner Chris Dzadovsky 


St. Lucie County Briefing – Commissioner Tod Mowery 


St. Lucie County Briefing – Commissioner Frannie Hutchinson 


Economic Development Council of St. Lucie Briefing – Larry Pelton, Executive Director 


EIS Process scoping meeting/open house Public meeting – Fort Pierce (Section 2.2.5) 


City of Stuart Briefing – City Manager 


City of Stuart Briefing – Mayor Eula Clarke 


City of Stuart Briefing – Commissioner James Christie 


City of Stuart Briefing – Commissioner Jeff Krauskopf 


Martin County Briefing – Commissioner Doug Smith 


Martin County Briefing – Commissioner Ed Fielding 


Martin County Briefing – Commissioner John Haddox 


Visit Orlando Briefing – George Aguel, President & CEO, and 
management team 


MetroPlan Orlando Briefing – Harry Barley, Executive Director 


City of Orlando Briefing – Mayor Buddy Dyer 


June 2013 


FRA/GOAA /Federal Aviation Authority Environmental coordination meeting 


October 2013 


TCRPC Presentation to Council regarding St. Lucie River Bridge 


 
Table 5.2-11. Letters and Agreements of Support 


Date Document; Entity Signatory 


July 23, 2012 
Letter of Support; Florida State Hispanic 
Chamber of Commerce 


Julio Fuentes, President and CEO 


July 24, 2012 
Letter of Support; South Florida 
Regional Planning Council 


James F. Murley, Executive Director 


July 25, 2012 Letter of Support; TCRPC Michael J. Busha, AICP, Executive Director 


July 31, 2012 
Letter of Support, Florida Chamber of 
Commerce 


David A. Hart, Executive Vice President 


 
5.2.5.1 St. Lucie River Railroad Bridge Meeting 


A meeting concerning the St. Lucie River Railroad Bridge was organized by the TCRPC and took 
place on Thursday, October 3, 2013, from 9:30 am to 11:30 am. The meeting was held at Stuart City 
Hall, at 121 SW Flagler Avenue in Stuart, Florida. The Vice President of FECI provided an overview 
of the AAF project and subsequently responded to questions and comments. 


Attendees expressed concern regarding the frequency of bridge closures and the resulting impacts 
to marine navigation and economy, including property values. There was also concern about the 
lack of awareness of the Project by residents who use the bridge for weekend recreational boating. 
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In relation to bridge closure, the public requested an estimate of expected total time of closure per 
hour, an investigation of improved mechanics and communications technology, and the coordination 
of bridge closures/openings with the bridge tender on Old Roosevelt Bridge. The discussion also 
focused on how the Martin County Metropolitan Planning Organization and FDOT would be involved 
in facilitating any bridge improvements. Members of the public also raised a concern regarding 
vessel safety related to the location of the two bridges and the existing currents in the channel noting 
that vessels have hit the bridge structure of Highway 1 (NW Federal Highway) before. A request for 
a taller, wider bridge was made for the purpose of increasing vessel safety. The public also 
requested a limited-service station in downtown Stuart. In conclusion, the TCRPC committed to 
coordinating with the FECR to arrange a follow-up meeting.  


5.2.5.2 Waterways Plan for Martin and St. Lucie Counties  


A meeting concerning the Waterways Plan for Martin and St. Lucie Counties was organized by the 
TCRPC and took place on Wednesday, January 29, 2014, at 2:00 pm. The meeting was held in the 
Stuart City Hall Commission Chambers, at 121 SW Flagler Avenue in Stuart, Florida. The meeting 
was the third forum in a six-forum series, and included participants from the SFWMD, Florida Fish 
and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FFWCC), USCG, Martin County, Martin County Sheriff’s 
Office, St. Lucie County, St. Lucie County Sheriff’s Office, and the City of Stuart.  


The panel discussed the various possible ways in which the Waterways Plan could address 
regulation or management of the waterway. A brief discussion of the Project was prompted by a 
member of the Martin Municipal Planning Organization, and led to a conversation regarding USCG 
permitting requirements and environmental processes. During the conversation, concern for impacts 
to marine navigation was raised and the notion of including a bridge tender was suggested.  


The same topics were discussed in a steering committee meeting for the Waterways Plan that took 
place on Wednesday, January 29, 2014, at 4:00 pm. The meeting was also held in the Stuart City 
Hall Commission Chambers, at 121 SW Flagler Avenue in Stuart, Florida. 


5.3 Summary of Vessel Traffic Survey at St. Lucie River 


Vessel traffic was summarized at the St. Lucie River Bridge and adjoining areas, including peak 
travel days and times. This summary includes a review of the 2014 FECR video recordings, used to 
analyze vessel activity within the St. Lucie River and provide the information necessary to estimate 
impacts related to increased train traffic and associated closures of the St. Lucie River Bridge. The 
information gathered from the video was then used to determine the socioeconomic impacts of the 
Proposed Action. 


5.3.1 Literature Review Vessel Traffic Surveys 


Previous vessel traffic studies along the St. Lucie River were not identified. Vessel trends for the St. 
Lucie River Bridge were identified through the 2014 Vessel Traffic Survey and modeling of bridge 
operations. 


5.3.2 2014 Vessel Traffic Survey  


This section summarizes vessel traffic data extracted from a two-week video assessment of the St. 
Lucie River Bridge, from January 3, 2014 to January 17, 2014. 


5.3.2.1 Summary of Vessel Traffic Traversing St. Lucie River Bridge 


Data gathered through a two-week video assessment of the St. Lucie River Bridge during winter 
shows an average of 102 vessel crossings per day occurred (Min=28; Max=263) from Monday to 
Friday, compared to about 315 vessels (Min=157; Max=413) per day on a weekend (Table 5.3-1). 
Sundays had the most vessel activity, with a range of 296 to 395 vessel counts.  
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The average count of commercial vessels per day ranged from 2 to 21, with an average of 7 vessels 
and 12 vessels traversing the St. Lucie Bridge on weekdays and weekends respectively 
(Figure 5.3-1). An increase of 43% in commercial traffic during the weekend was observed during 
this two week assessment. The average count of recreational vessels per day ranged from 26 to 406 
which represent a maximum increase in vessel traffic of about 69% during the weekend 
(Figure 5.3-1). 
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Table 5.3-1.  Vessel Traffic at St. Lucie River Bridge Based on FECR Video Assessment from January 2014 


Week Day Date 


Vessel Traffic at Stuart River Bridge
 a
 


Total 


Percent of 
Commercial 
Vessels/day 


Percent of 
Recreational 
Vessels/day 


Morning  
(6:00 AM-9:59 AM ) 


Noon  
(10:00 AM-1:59 PM) 


Afternoon to Overnight 
(2:00 PM-6:00 AM) 


Commercial Recreational Commercial Recreational Commercial Recreational 


Friday 1/3/2014 2 6 7 17 4 8 44 29.5% 70.5% 


Saturday 1/4/2014 6 22 8 77 5 39 157 12.1% 87.9% 


Sunday 1/5/2014 0 25 1 264 1 104 395 0.5% 99.5% 


Monday 1/6/2014 1 18 2 57 2 75 155 3.2% 96.8% 


Tuesday 1/7/2014 0 10 1 8 1 8 28 7.1% 92.9% 


Wednesday 1/8/2014 5 19 5 59 1 41 130 8.5% 91.5% 


Thursday 1/9/2014 0 28 4 37 2 26 97 6.2% 93.8% 


Friday 1/10/2014 0 22 3 43 4 51 123 5.7% 94.3% 


Saturday 1/11/2014 1 37 2 183 4 186 413 1.7% 98.3% 


Sunday 1/12/2014 4 33 9 123 8 119 296 7.1% 92.9% 


Monday 1/13/2014 1 62 2 124 5 69 263 3.0% 97.0% 


Tuesday 1/14/2014 1 31 2 45 3 32 114 5.3% 94.7% 


Wednesday 1/15/2014 2 20 2 27 2 21 74 8.1% 91.9% 


Thursday 1/16/2014 2 8 2 12 5 17 46 19.6% 80.4% 


Friday 1/17/2014 0 16 3 27 0 0 46 6.5% 93.5% 


Note: 
a 
Vessel traffic was assessed during January (high vessel traffic season) daylight hours (from 6:00am to 6:30pm), but casual observations were also recorded later at night.  
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Figure 5.3-1. Average Vessel Count Traversing the St Lucie River Bridge 
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5.4 Summary of Bridge Operation at St. Lucie River 


This section includes data gathered through the current and projected operations schedule for freight 
and passenger traffic provided by AAF as modeled in the RTC simulation model. These data are 
summarized herein and will be used to assess projected changes in maritime traffic (Sections 6.0 
and 7.0). 


5.4.1 St. Lucie Bridge Operations Analysis 


RTC model results for existing and projected bridge operations are provided in Table 5.4-1. Results 
shows the St. Lucie River Bridge is closed about 21 minutes per closure under Existing Conditions 
(Table 5.4-1). Analysis of data suggests the No-Build Alternative (without the infrastructure 
contemplated as part of the Proposed Action) will decrease the average time of each bridge closure 
by approximately 1 minute. The projected freight traffic under the 2016 No-Build Alternative results in 
a total average daily bridge closure of 6.6 hours during weekdays and approximately 3.6 hours of 
daily closure during weekends, as compared to approximately 4.01 and 2.74 hours of daily closure 
during weekdays and weekends, respectively, under the Existing Conditions. Although the Proposed 
Action (2016 Passenger and upgraded infrastructure) will add to the total daily bridge closure time 
(about 5.95 hours during the weekdays 5.89 hours during weekends), improvements to the rail 
infrastructure are expected to increase the speed of rail traffic, reducing the Proposed Action 
average time of single closures (15 minutes) by approximately 6 minutes, when compared to 
Existing Conditions (21 minutes) or about 5 minutes when compared to the No-Build Alternative 
respectively (20 minutes). The Combined Effect (2016 Freight and Passenger) will correspond to an 
average of 9.79 hours of daily closure times during the weekdays and 7.63 hours of closure time 
during the weekends. The total bridge closure estimated for the No-Build 2016 Freight and the 2016 
Improved Freight, (Combined Effect minus the Proposed Action; data presented in Appendix A) are 
very similar. However, the 2016 Improved Freight has a lower total daily closure time throughout the 
week and a reduction of bridge closure that ranges between 4 and 53 minutes during active vessel 
traffic (6:00am and 6:00pm), except for Wednesday. 


Under the Combined Effect, some specific hours could potentially experience longer periods of 
bridge closure time (above 30 minutes). Extended bridge closure time in a specific hour can be split 
into several short bridge closings periods (e.g., three -10 minutes closings) with bridge openings 
between each bridge closure, or they can happen as one bridge closure in that hour (Table 5.4-3). 
These single extended periods of closure time however, will occur mainly at night and early morning, 
during which there is decreased vessel traffic compared to daytime hours (Appendix B). In addition 
these extended bridge closures are usually followed by long periods of bridge openings that should 
allow all queue vessels to cross without experiencing multiple bridge closures. Even the largest 
vessels will not take more than 5 to 6 seconds to cross the bridge, thus shorter periods of bridge 
opening (e.g., 5 minutes) should be enough to clear queue vessels at both sides of the bridge.  
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Table 5.4-1. Bridge Operation Survey for St. Lucie River Bridge Based on FECR Video Assessment 


Day of Week 
Time it takes 


bridge to close 
Time it takes 
train to arrive  


Time it takes 
train to cross 


Time it takes Bridge to 
start opening 


Time it takes for 
Bridge to open Total Time 


Values Represent the Average Times Per Day (hh:mm:ss) 


Monday 0:00:59 0:18:37 0:00:34 0:02:27 0:00:25 0:23:02 


Tuesday 0:00:40 0:11:47 0:11:01 0:01:21 0:01:09 0:25:41 


Wednesday 0:00:23 0:23:16 0:01:22 0:02:52 0:00:27 0:28:20 


Thursday 0:00:32 0:14:54 0:04:18 0:02:04 0:00:27 0:22:18 


Friday 0:00:30 0:09:34 0:36:54 0:04:05 0:00:29 0:51:32 


Statistics of Raw Data for the Bridge Operation Survey 
a
 (hh:mm:ss) 


Average 0:00:36 0:14:30 0:08:25 0:02:00 0:00:44 0:26:10 


  


      Minimum 0:00:14 0:02:03 0:00:06 0:00:34 0:00:22 0:06:07 


Median 0:00:31 0:14:07 0:02:39 0:01:45 0:00:29 0:23:02 


Maximum 0:01:26 0:24:11 0:58:02 0:04:05 0:02:57 1:22:15 


Note: Each day is an average of multiple observations per day that include both single and multiple trains crossing within the closures observed. 
a 
Average data based on 17 observations  
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Table 5.4-2.  Summary of Existing and Projected Bridge Operations for the St. Lucie River Bridge 


St Lucie River Bridge 


Existing 
Conditions 


2013 F 
a
 


No-Build 
Alternative 


2016 F 
a
 


Proposed 
Action 


2016 P 
b
 


Combined 
Effect  


2016 F + P 
b
 


  Average Single Daily Closure Time (Minutes) 


Sunday 23 22 18 16 


Monday 21 20 15 15 


Tuesday 20 19 16 15 


Wednesday 20 18 13 15 


Thursday 21 20 14 14 


Friday 20 19 16 16 


Saturday 19 19 13 13 


Average Single Daily Closure Time 
c
 (minutes) 21 20 15 15 


Total Number of Daily Closures 10 18 30 42 


  Total Daily Closure Time (Minutes) 


Sunday 158 179 348 458 


Monday 227 358 385 583 


Tuesday 234 407 372 580 


Wednesday 245 411 316 594 


Thursday 254 407 355 611 


Friday 244 404 357 570 


Saturday 171 247 359 457 


Average of Total Weekday Closure Time (Minutes) 241 397.4 357 588 


Average of Total Weekday Closure Time (Hours) 4.01 6.6 5.95 9.79 


Average of Total Weekend Closure Time (Minutes) 165 213 354 458 


Average of Total Weekend Closure Time (Hours) 2.74 3.6 5.89 7.63 


Notes: 
a
Results based on RTC modeling data of train and bridge operations with closure times verified with existing field 


conditions and under the assumption that infrastructure improvements planned under the Proposed Action do not occur. 
b
Results based on RTC modeling data of train and bridge operations for both freight and passenger rail with the planned 


infrastructure improvements planned under the Proposed Action. 
c
Multiple trains(freight and passenger) can cross under a single bridge closure. 


 


Table 5.4-3. Extended Bridge Closures at St. Lucie River due to Freight and Passenger Train Operations 


 
Day 


Bridge Closure 
Time (hh:mm) a 


Total 
Number of 


Trains 
Bridge Closure 
Time (hh:mm) 


Duration of 
Single Closure 


(Minutes) 


Open Duration Before 
Next Bridge Closure 


(Minutes) 


Monday 16:09 3 16:09 33 20 


Monday 18:09 3 18:09 33 36 


Tuesday 18:09 3 18:09 32 40 


Tuesday 19:22 2 19:22 33 3 


Tuesday 20:00 3 20:00 41 10 


Wednesday 16:19 4 16:19 40 16 


Wednesday 18:19 3 18:19 33 20 


Thursday 14:10 3 14:10 30 35 


Thursday 16:22 3 16:22 32 5 


Thursday 20:07 3 20:07 34 17 


Friday 13:09 3 13:09 32 35 


Friday 19:13 4 19:13 33 32 


Note: Extended bridge closures are characterized by single closures longer than 30 minutes 
a
 Time of day when the extended bridge closure occurs 
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5.5 Model Simulation Results 


No-Build Alternative (Case 2a) Compared to Combined Effect (Case 3) 


Table 5.5.1 shows the model results for marine traffic wait times for total vessels (commercial plus 
recreational), commercial only vessels, and recreational only vessels at St. Lucie Bridge crossing for 
the four cases identified in Section 2.5.1. When comparing Case 2a (2016 No-Build Alternative) to 
Case 3 (2016 Freight and Passenger, Combined Effect) an increase in the percentage of vessels 
experiencing a wait from 14% under the No-Build Alternative to 42% under the Combined Effect is 
observed. There is a 90% probability that individual vessels that wait will not wait longer than 18.3 
minutes under Case 2a, and will not wait longer than 17.6 minutes under Case 3. The average wait 
times for all vessels that experience a wait is expected to decrease under the Combined Effect as 
compared to the No-Build Alternative, from 9.9 minutes to 8.1 minutes, respectively. 


The effect on vessel wait time for commercial only vessels and recreational only vessels was similar 
to the effect on total vessels. For commercial vessels that wait, wait time is expected to decrease on 
average from 8.1 minutes under the No-Build Alternative to 7.7 minutes under the Combined Effect. 
For recreational vessels that wait, wait time is expected to decrease on average from 10.1 minutes 
under the No-Build Alternative to 8.1 minutes under the Combined Effect. 


Based on vessel traffic characterized in the FECR Video Assessment for the St. Lucie Bridge 
(Table 5.3-1), the highest traffic for commercial and recreational vessels occur from 10:00 am to 
6:00 pm. Overall, under the No-Build Alternative (Case 2a) and for the Combined Effect (Case 3) 
there is a higher probability (>80%) that vessels will not have to experience a wait time. However, 
the number of vessels that could potentially experience being in a queue from 6:00 am to 6:00 pm is 
presented in Table 5.5-2. In general, 


 Under the No-Build Alternative, a vessel queue length (the number of vessels that are 
experiencing a wait) of 1 vessel for both directions (traveling east or west) has the highest 
probability of occurrence (Table 3.5-2); while the maximum vessel queue length with a 
probability 0.1 to 2.1% of occurrence is over 10 vessels. 


 Under the Combined Effect, a vessel queue length (the number of vessels that are experiencing 
a wait) of 1 vessel for both directions (traveling east or west) has the highest probability of 
occurrence; while the greatest vessel queue length with a probability ranging from 0.1 to 4.3% is 
over 10 vessels.  


 


Existing Conditions (Case 1) Compared to No-Build Alternative (Case 2a) 


When comparing Case 1 (2013 Existing Conditions) to Case 2a (2016 No-Build Alternative) for total 
vessel traffic, increases in vessel delays are projected. The percentage of vessels that experience a 
wait time increases from 7% under Existing Conditions to 14% for the No-Build Alternative. There is 
a 90% probability that individual vessels that wait will not wait longer than 16.5 minutes under Case 
1, and will not wait longer than 18.3 minutes under Case 2a.  The average wait times for vessels that 
experience a wait increase under the No-Build Alternative as compared to the Existing Conditions 
from 8.2 minutes to 9.9 minutes, respectively. 


The effect on vessel wait time for commercial only vessels and recreational only vessels was similar 
to the effect of total vessels experiencing a wait. For commercial vessels that wait, wait time is 
expected to increase on average from 6.1 minutes under Existing Conditions to 8.1 minutes under 
the No-Build Alternative. For recreational vessels that wait, wait time is expected to increase on 
average from 8.5 minutes under Existing Conditions to 10.1 minutes under the No-Build Alternative. 


Based on vessel traffic characterized in the FECR Video Assessment for the St. Lucie River Bridge 
(Table 5.3-1), the highest traffic for commercial and recreational vessels occur from 10:00 am to 
6:00 pm. under the Existing Condition (Case1) and for the No-Build Alternative (Case 2a) there is a 
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higher probability that vessels will not experience a wait time. However, the number of vessels that 
could potentially experience being in a queue from 6:00 am to 6:00 pm is presented in Table 5.5-2. 
In general,  


 Under the Existing Conditions a vessel queue length (the number of vessels that are 
experiencing a wait) of 1 vessel for both directions (traveling east or west) has the highest 
probability of occurrence; and the maximum vessel queue length with a 0.1 to 0.2 % probability 
of occurrence is over 10 vessels. 


 Under the No-Build Alternative, a vessel queue length (the number of vessels that are 
experiencing a wait) of 1 vessel for both directions (traveling east or west) has the highest 
probability of occurrence (Table 3.5-2); while the maximum vessel queue length with a 
probability 0.1 to 2.1% of occurrence is over 10 vessels. 


No-Build Alternative (Case 2a) Compared to 2016 Improve Freight (Case 2b) 


When comparing Case 2a (2016 No-Build Alternative) to Case 2b (2016 Freight, Improved) wait 
times decrease for total vessel traffic. The percentage of vessels that experience a wait time, 
decreases from 14% under 2016 No-Build Alternative to 11% for the 2016 Freight, Improved. There 
is a 90% probability that individual vessels that wait will not wait longer than 18.3 minutes under 
Case 2a, and will not wait longer than 13 minutes under Case 2b.  The average wait times for 
vessels that experience a wait decrease under the 2016 Freight, Improved as compared to the 2016 
No-Build Alternative from 9.9 minutes to 6.9 minutes, respectively. 


The effect on vessel wait time for commercial only vessels and recreational only vessels was similar 
to the effect of total vessels experiencing a wait. For commercial vessels that wait, wait time is 
expected to decrease on average from 8.1 minutes under the 2016 No-Build Alternative to 5.3 
minutes under the 2016 Freight-Improved. For recreational vessels that wait, wait time is expected to 
decrease on average from 10.1 minutes under the 2016 No-Build Alternative to 7.1 minutes under 
the 2016 Freight-Improved. 


Based on vessel traffic characterized in the FECR Video Assessment for the St. Lucie River Bridge 
(Table 5.3-1), the highest traffic for commercial and recreational vessels occur from 10:00 am to 
6:00 pm. under the No-Build Alternative (Case 2a) and for the 2016 Improved Freight (Case 2b) 
there is a higher probability that vessels will not experience a wait time. However, the number of 
vessels that could potentially experience being in a queue from 6:00 am to 6:00 pm is presented in 
Table 5.5-2. In general,  


 Under the No-Build Alternative, a vessel queue length (the number of vessels that are 
experiencing a wait) of 1 vessel for both directions (traveling east or west) has the highest 
probability of occurrence (Table 3.5-2); while the maximum vessel queue length with a 
probability 0.1 to 2.1% of occurrence is over 10 vessels. 


 Under the 2016 Improved Freight (Case 2b), a vessel queue length (the number of vessels that 
are experiencing a wait) of 1 vessel for both directions (traveling east or west) has the highest 
probability of occurrence (Table 5.5-2); while the maximum vessel queue length with a 
probability 0.1 and 0.7% of occurrence is over 10 vessels. 
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Table 5.5-1. Simulation Model Results for St. Lucie River Bridge 


Case Number 1 2a 2b 3 


Train Traffic 2013 F 2016 F 2016 F 2016 F+P 


Infrastructure 2013 (No-Build) 2013 (No-Build) 2016 (Build) 2016 (Build) 


Marine Traffic                                     Units 2013 2016 Projected 
2016 


Projected 
2016 


Projected 


Total Vessel Wait Times 


Vessel Arrivals (#/day) 157 157 157 157 


Vessels With Zero Wait Time (#/day) 145 135 140 90 


% Vessels With Zero Wait Time   93% 86% 89% 58% 


Vessels With Wait Time (#/day) 11.7 22.5 17 66.7 


% Vessels With Wait Time   7% 14% 11% 42% 


Avg. Wait Time (all) a (min) 0.6 1.4 0.7 3.4 


Avg. Wait Time b (min) 8.2 9.9 6.9 8.1 


Most Likely Vessel Wait Time; 
>90% Probability of Occurring  


(min) 16.5 18.3 13.0 17.6 


Commercial Vessel Wait Times 


Vessel Arrivals (#/day) 9 9 9 9 


Vessels With Zero Wait Time (#/day) 7 7 7 4 


% Vessels With Zero Wait Time   83% 78% 81% 51% 


Vessels With Wait Time (#/day) 2 2 2 4 


% Vessels With Wait Time   17% 22% 19% 49% 


Avg. Wait Time (all) a (min) 1.0 1.8 1.0 3.7 


Avg. Wait Time b (min) 6.1 8.1 5.3 7.7 


Most Likely Vessel Wait Time; 
>90% Probability of Occurring  


(min) 16.4 18.3 12.9 16.6 


Recreational Vessel Wait Times 


Vessel Arrivals (#/day) 148 148 148 148 


Vessels With Zero Wait Time (#/day) 138 127 33 86 


% Vessels With Zero Wait Time   93% 86% 22% 58% 


Vessels With Wait Time (#/day) 10 21 115 63 


% Vessels With Wait Time   7% 14% 78% 42% 


Avg. Wait Time (all) a (min) 0.6 1.4 0.7 3.4 


Avg. Wait Time b (min) 8.5 10.1 7.1 8.1 


Most Likely Vessel Wait Time; 
>90% Probability of Occurring  


(min) 16.5 18.3 13.0 17.7 


Notes:  
a
 Average time all vessels will have to wait before crossing the bridge (average between vessels with wait time and 
vessels with no wait time)  


 b 
Average time


 
queue vessels will have to wait before crossing the bridge 
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Table 5.5-2. Simulation Model Results for Vessel Queue Lengths at St. Lucie River Bridge 


Case Time 


Length of Queue (vessels) 


Minimum Queue Percent Chance 
Maximum 


Queue 
Percent Chance 


Case Number: 1 
Train Traffic: 2013 F 
Infrastructure: 2013 (No-Build) 
Marine Traffic: 2013 


6-7 am 1 4.9 3 0.1 


7-8 am 1 3.4 3 0.3 


8-9 am 1 3.9 5 0.1 


9-10 am 1 3.2 7 0.1 


10-11 am 1 1.1 6 0.1 


11 am – 12 noon 1 4.9 6 0.1 


12 noon-1 pm 1 2.0 8 0.1 


1-2 pm 1 1.0 6 0.1 


2-3 pm 1 0.1 1 0.1 


3-4 pm 1 3.1 7 0.1 


4-5 pm 1 4.6 >10 0.2 


5-6 pm 1 0.7 >10 0.1 


6-7 pm nq na nq na 


Case Number: 2a 
Train Traffic: 2016 F 
Infrastructure: 2013 (No-Build) 
Marine Traffic: 2016 Projected 


6-7 am 1 4.6 2 0.8 


7-8 am 1 0.5 1 0.5 


8-9 am nq na nq na 


9-10 am 1 3.8 6 0.2 


10-11 am 1 4.2 >10 0.5 


11 am – 12 noon 1 0.2 1 0.2 


12 noon-1 pm 1 1.6 >10 0.1 


1-2 pm 1 5.2 >10 2.1 


2-3 pm 1 0.4 4 0.1 


3-4 pm 1 1.0 4 0.1 


4-5 pm 1 10.3 >10 1.1 


5-6 pm 1 8.0 >10 0.2 


6-7 pm 1 0.7 4 0.1 


Case Number: 2b 
Train Traffic: 2016 F 
Infrastructure: 2016 
Marine Traffic: 2016 Projected 


6-7 am 1 2.7 3 0.3 


7-8 am 1 0.3 1 0.3 


8-9 am nq na nq na 


9-10 am 1 2.8 6 0.1 


10-11 am 1 3.7 >10 0.1 


11 am – 12 noon 1 0.2 1 0.2 


12 noon-1 pm 1 1.0 7 0.1 


1-2 pm 1 4.7 >10 0.7 


2-3 pm 1 0.4 4 0.1 


3-4 pm 1 0.5 3 0.1 


4-5 pm 1 10.4 >10 0.3 


5-6 pm 1 5.8 8 0.1 


6-7 pm 1 0.6 2 0.2 


Case Number: 3 
Train Traffic: 2016 F + P 
Infrastructure: 2016 
Marine Traffic: 2016 Projected 


6-7 am 1 5.9 2 0.4 


7-8 am 1 8.4 5 0.1 


8-9 am 1 9.1 7 0.1 


9-10 am 1 9.7 >10 0.1 


10-11 am 1 11.2 >10 1.3 


11 am – 12 noon 1 11.2 >10 0.3 


12 noon-1 pm 1 8.1 >10 1.5 


1-2 pm 1 9.9 >10 4.3 


2-3 pm 1 9.5 >10 0.7 


3-4 pm 1 9.3 >10 0.2 


4-5 pm 1 12.5 >10 1.5 


5-6 pm 1 13.4 >10 0.2 


6-7 pm 1 0.9 7 0.1 
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6.0  Effect Determination 


Impacts to navigation for the New River, Loxahatchee River, and St Lucie River were evaluated 
based on the criteria described in Table 6.0-1. The following section details the effects of the 
Proposed Action at each bridge location. As shown in Table 6.0-1, multiple impacts were considered 
including: 


 Percentage of vessels that will be required to wait; 


 Vessel queue length and probability of queue to occur; 


 Duration and frequency of bridge closure times; and 


 Economic impacts to the marine industry. 


These effect determinations are consistent with USCG guidance for this study.  


Table 6.0-1. Description of Impacts to Navigation for the Effect Determinations 


Impact 


Description of Impact to Navigation 


% of Vessel that Wait 
Queue Length and 


Probability Extended Closure Times Economic Impact 


No Impact Alternative results in no 


change in vessels that 


experience a wait 


during peak traffic 


hours  


Alternative results in no 


change in vessel queue 


length during peak traffic 


hours  


Alternative results in no 


increase in bridge closure 


times during peak traffic 


hours  


Alternative results in no 


economic impact to marine 


industry as a result of 


longer wait times during 


peak vessel traffic hours  


Minimal Alternative results in 


slight changes, not 


expected to be 


measureable, in 


vessels that experience 


a wait during peak 


traffic hours  


Alternative results in slight 


changes not expected to 


be measureable in vessel 


queue length during peak 


traffic hours  


Alternative results in slight 


changes not expected to be 


measureable for bridge 


closure times during peak 


traffic hours  


Alternative results in slight 


changes (< 0.1% change) 


not expected to be 


measureable to marine 


industry as a result of 


longer wait times during 


peak vessel traffic hours  


Minor Alternative results in 


<25% of vessels that 


experience a wait 


during peak traffic 


hours  


Alternative results in an 


increase in vessel queue 


lengths >10 vessels with a 


probability <2.5% during 


peak traffic hours  


Alternative results in single 


bridge closure times that are 


< 30 minutes long during 


peak traffic hours  


Alternative results in a 


> 0.1% but < 1% increase 


in the cost of waiting 


compared to the marine 


industry value 


Moderate Alternative results in 


>25% but <40% of 


vessels that experience 


a wait during peak 


traffic hours  


Alternative results in an 


increase in vessel queue 


lengths >10 vessels with a 


probability >2.5% but <5% 


during peak traffic hours  


Probability that Alternative  


result in single bridge 


closure times that are ≥30 


and ≤45 minutes long during 


peak traffic is less than 1% 


Alternative results in a 


> 1% but < 5% increase in 


the cost of waiting 


compared to the marine 


industry value 


Major Alternative results in 


>40% of vessels that 


experience a wait 


during peak traffic 


hours  


Alternative results in an 


increase in vessel queue 


lengths >10 vessels with a 


probability >5% peak traffic 


hours  


Probability that Alternative 


will result in single bridge 


closure times that are ≥30 


and ≤45 minutes long during 


peak traffic is more than 1% 


Alternative results in a 


> 5% increase in the cost 


of waiting compared to the 


marine industry value 


Enhanced Alternative results in a 


decrease in number of 


vessels that wait during 


peak traffic hours  


Alternative results in a 


decrease in queue lengths 


during peak traffic hours  


Alternative results in a 


decrease in bridge closures 


times during peak traffic 


hours  


Alternative results in a 


decrease in cost of waiting 


as a result of longer wait 


times during peak vessel 


traffic hours  


 


Based on analysis of modeling results for Existing Conditions and the No-Build and Combined 
Alternatives, extended closure times (single closure times greater than 30 minutes) create the 
greatest possible impact to navigation and obstruction of passage. Extended closure times during 
peak vessel traffic hours can present impacts associated with increased vessel wait times (for those 
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vessels that wait) as well as extended vessel queue lengths. Vessel wait times associated with 
extended closure times are limited, as the probability of vessels experiencing a wait time of 30 
minutes or greater is less than 1% (Table 6.0-2). Specifically, there is a less than 1% probability that 
a single vessel will wait for 23.1 minutes at the New River Bridge, 20.2 minutes at the Loxahatchee 
River Bridge, and 30 minutes at the St. Lucie River Bridge. Furthermore, there is a less than 10% 
probability that a single vessel will wait for 12.2 minutes at the New River Bridge, 9.8 minutes at the 
Loxahatchee River Bridge, and 17.6 minutes at the St. Lucie River Bridge.  


Those times when peak vessel traffic coincides with single closures greater than 30 minutes under 
the Combined Effect are described in Tables 6.0-3 through 6.0-5. 


 
Table 6.0-2 Vessel Wait Time Probability per Vessel for the New River, Loxahatchee River, and St. 


Lucie River 


Wait Time Probability 
per Vessel 


New River  
Wait Time (minutes) 


Loxahatchee River Wait 
Time (minutes) 


St. Lucie River  
Wait Time (minutes) 


< 10% 12.2 9.8 17.6 


< 1% 23.1 20.2 30.0 


 
Table 6.0-3. Intervals of Time When Peak Vessel Traffic Coincides with Single Closures Greater than 30 


Minutes at the New River Bridge 


Hour Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday Sunday 


6-7 am        


7-8 am        


8-9 am        


9-10 am        


10-11 am        


11-noon        


noon-1 pm        


1-2 pm        


2-3 pm        


3-4 pm        


4-5 pm        


5-6 pm 
   Single Closure 


>30 min 
   


6-7 pm 
 Single Closure 


>30 min  
     


7-8 pm        


8-9 pm        


9-10 pm        


10-11 pm 
 Single Closure 


>30 min  
     


Notes:  Shaded areas represent high vessel traffic time 
Times when high vessel traffic coincide with single closures ≥30 minutes have a probability of occurrence of less than 1%, 
and are defined as a moderate impact 
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Table 6.0-4. Intervals of Time When Peak Vessel Traffic Coincides with Single Closures Greater than 30 
Minutes at the Loxahatchee River Bridge 


Hour Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday Sunday 


6-7 am        


7-8 am        


8-9 am        


9-10 am        


10-11 am        


11-noon        


noon-1 pm        


1-2 pm        


2-3 pm        


3-4 pm        


4-5 pm        


5-6 pm        


6-7 pm        


7-8 pm        


8-9 pm        


9-10 pm 


Single Closure 


>30 min  


Single Closure 


>30 min 


    


10-11 pm        


Notes:  Shaded areas represent high vessel traffic time 
Times when high vessel traffic coincide with single closures ≥30 minutes have a probability of occurrence of less than 1%, 
and are defined as a moderate impact 


 
Table 6.0-5. Intervals of Time When Peak Vessel Traffic Coincides with Single Closures Greater than 30 


Minutes at the St. Lucie River Bridge 


Hour Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday Sunday 


6-7 am        


7-8 am        


8-9 am        


9-10 am        


10-11 am        


11-noon        


noon-1 pm        


1-2 pm     
Single Closure 


>30 min   


2-3 pm    
Single Closure 


>30 min    


3-4 pm        


4-5 pm 
Single Closure 


>30 min  
Single Closure 


>30 min 
Single Closure 


>30 min    


5-6 pm        


6-7 pm 
Single Closure 


>30 min 
Single Closure 


>30 min 
Single Closure 


>30 min     


7-8 pm  
Single Closure 


>30 min   
Single Closure 


>30 min   


8-9 pm  
Single Closure 


>30 min  
Single Closure 


>30 min    


9-10 pm        


10-11 pm        


Notes:  Shaded areas represent high vessel traffic time 
Times when high vessel traffic coincide with single closures ≥30 minutes have a probability of occurrence of less than 1%, 
and are defined as a moderate impact 
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6.1 Effect Determination of No-Build Alternative at the New River Bridge 


The No-Build Alternative results in an increase in obstruction of passage compared to Existing 
Conditions, because of the greater number of bridge closures due to an increase in rail freight traffic. 
The number of vessels that wait is estimated to increase from 14% to 23%, which represents 
approximately 20 additional vessels per day. Of the additional number of vessels that wait, it is 
projected that 3 are commercial vessels and 15 are recreational vessels. In addition, the average 
wait time for vessels that wait will increase by approximately 2 minutes (Table 6.1-1). This results in 
a minor impact to the commercial and recreational vessels that wait. Although a measureable 
change/increase is expected in the percent of vessels that wait, this increase in wait time is not 
expected to occur during peak traffic hours. 


With the exception of a few specific hour periods, the vessel queue length rarely exceeds 10 vessels 
(Table 6.1-1) and the probability of queue length greater than 10 vessels in any given hour is 2.2%, 
and queuing is projected to be 10 or fewer vessels for the other 97.8% of the time.  


 
Table 6.1-1. Vessel Wait Times for the New River Bridge, Existing Conditions versus No-Build Alternative 


Vessel Traffic Characterization Units Existing Conditions No-Build Alternative 


Commercial Vessel Traffic 


Commercial Vessels Experiencing Wait Time 
a
 #/day 11 14 


Percent Commercial Vessels Experiencing Wait Time % 21 29 
Recreational Vessel Traffic 


Recreational Vessels Experiencing Wait Time 
a
 #/day 20 35 


Percent Recreational Vessels Experiencing Wait 
Time 


% 12 21 


Total Vessel Traffic 


Percent Total Vessels Experiencing Wait Time % 14 23 


Average Wait Time for All Vessels that Wait min 5.9 7.9 


Maximum Probability of Queue Length >10  % 1.4 2.2 


Note: 
a 
Number of vessels rounded to the closest integer 


 


The vertical clearance of the New River Bridge is 4 feet at mean high water level (MHWL). 
Therefore, recreational vessels requiring a low vertical clearance (under 4 feet) may still traverse 
under the bridge when it is closed. Additionally, vessels with a higher vertical clearance may traverse 
under the closed bridge during low water conditions. Since vessels that can currently traverse under 
the closed bridge will do so under the No-Build Alternative, this is characterized as no impact. 


Multiple overhead structures, such as bridges and power cables can obstruct the passage of vessels 
on the New River. However, the New River Bridge has the lowest vertical clearance (4 feet). The 
New River Bridge remains open most of the time, closing only to allow the passage of trains. The 
closed bridge limits vessel passage to the Intracoastal Waterway to the east and to marine facilities 
to the west. The Broward Boulevard Bridge, located at the North Fork, has a vertical clearance below 
5 feet. This bridge limits the passage of vessels in the North Fork. However, the shallow depth of the 
North Fork limits the passage of larger vessels.  


The anticipated increase in average vessel wait times associated with additional bridge closures and 
unimproved infrastructure would result in an increase in vessel queues of 18 vessels per day. These 
increased vessel wait times were considered when evaluating economic impacts to commercial 
developments along the New River. The increase in average vessel wait times for commercial and 
recreational vessels is estimated to result in an economic impact under the No-Build Alternative 
(Table 6.1-2) of $373.00 per day. This value is the difference between the estimated economic 
impacts from the No-Build Alternative compared to the impact of Existing Conditions. This 
represents less than a 0.1% increase in the total cost of vessel delays per day on the marine 
industry under the No-Build Alternative.  
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Table 6.1-2. Economic Model Results for the New River Bridge for Existing Conditions and No-Build 
Alternative 


 


Units Existing Conditions No-Build Alternative 


Total Daily Wait Time for All Vessels (min/day) 178 390 


Commercial Industry 


Vessels Experiencing a Wait  (#/day) 11 14 


Cost of Vessel Wait to Marine Industry ($/day) 101 196 


Percent Cost Compared to Marine Industry Value (%) 0.0016 0.0031 


Recreational Industry 


Vessels Experiencing a Wait  (#/day) 20 35 


Cost of Vessel Wait to Marine Industry ($/day) 215 493 


Percent Cost Compared to Marine Industry Value (%) 0.0040 0.0092 


All Vessel Types 


Total Daily Cost of Waiting ($) 316 689 


Total Annual Cost of Waiting ($) 115,340 251,485 


 


Port Everglades is located east of the New River Bridge. However, cruise ships, commercial 
freighters, and other large oceangoing vessels do not access the New River. Therefore the No-Build 
Alternative would have no impact to existing or future commercial freighter or cruise ship operations 
at Port Everglades. 


Commercial destinations on the New River are primarily boat/yacht repair and support facilities, 
which would not be anticipated to incur any decline in business as a result of impacts to navigation; 
therefore the No-Build Alternative is not expected to have impacts to such businesses. 


6.2 Effect Determination of No-Build Alternative at the Loxahatchee River Bridge 


The No-Build Alternative results in an increase in obstruction of passage compared to Existing 
Conditions because of the greater number of bridge closures due to an increase in rail freight traffic. 
The number of vessels that wait is estimated to increase from 7% to 25%, which represents 
approximately 7 additional vessels per day. At this location, only recreational vessels have an 
increase in the number of vessels experiencing wait time (no change in the number of commercial 
vessels that wait are expected under the No-Build Alternative compared to Existing Conditions). In 
addition, the average wait time for vessels that wait is expected to increase by approximately 1.1 
minutes (Table 6.2-1). This results in a minor impact to the recreational vessels that wait. Although a 
measureable change/increase is expected in the percent of vessels that wait, this increase in wait 
time is not expected to occur during peak traffic hours. 


With the exception of a few specific hour periods, the vessel queue length rarely exceeds 10 vessels 
(Table 6.2-1) and the probability of a queue length greater than 10 vessels in any given hour is 1.7% 
with little or no queuing for 98.3% of the time.  


Table 6.2-1. Vessel Wait Times for the Loxahatchee River Bridge, Existing Conditions versus No-Build 
Alternative 


Vessel Traffic Characterization Units Existing Conditions No-Build Alternative 


Commercial Vessel Traffic 


Commercial Vessels Experiencing Wait Time 
a
 #/day 1 1 


Percent Commercial Vessels Experiencing Wait Time % 16 16 
Recreational Vessel Traffic 


Recreational Vessels Experiencing Wait Time 
a
 #/day 8 15 


Percent Recreational Vessels Experiencing Wait Time % 7 13 
Total Vessel Traffic 


Percent Total Vessels Experiencing Wait Time % 7 25 


Average Wait Time for All Vessels that Wait min 8.3 9.4 


Maximum Probability of Queue Length >10  % 1.3 1.7 


Note: 
a 
Number of vessels round to the closest integer 
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The vertical clearance of the Loxahatchee River Bridge is 4 feet at MHWL. Therefore, recreational 
vessels requiring a low vertical clearance (under 4 feet) may still traverse under the bridge when it is 
closed. Additionally, vessels with a higher vertical clearance may traverse under the closed bridge 
under low water conditions. Since vessels that can currently traverse under the closed bridge under 
low water conditions will do so under the No-Build Alternative, this is characterized as no impact. 


Overhead structures, such as bridges and power cables, traverse the Loxahatchee River and thus 
obstruct the passage of vessels. Amongst these structures, the Loxahatchee River Bridge has the 
lowest vertical clearance (4 feet). Although the Loxahatchee River Bridge remains open most of the 
time, closing only to allow the passage of trains, the closed bridge limits passage to the Intracoastal 
Waterway to the east and to vessel docks on residential areas to the west. Several other fixed 
bridges on the South Fork have vertical clearances between approximately 7 feet and 4 feet. The 
Center Street fixed bridge traverses the Loxahatchee River in two different, but consecutive, 
locations (interrupted by a peninsula of land) with vertical clearances that are 4.6 and 6 feet high. 
These bridges limit vessel traffic in Sims Creek and North Jupiter River Estates residential areas 
located at the South Fork at the Loxahatchee River. The Loxahatchee River Road Bridge traverses 
the main waterway of the South Fork and has a vertical clearance of 7 feet. This fixed bridge greatly 
limits the vessel traffic on most of the South Fork.  


The anticipated increase in average vessel wait times associated with additional bridge closures and 
unimproved infrastructure would result in an increase in vessel queues of 7 vessels per day. These 
increased vessel wait times were considered when evaluating economic impacts to commercial 
developments along the Loxahatchee River. The increase in average vessel wait times is estimated 
to result in an economic impact under the No-Build Alternative (Table 6.2-2), of $125 per day. This 
value is the difference between the estimated economic impacts from the No-Build Alternative 
compared to the impact of Existing Conditions. This represents less than a 0.1% increase in the total 
cost of vessel delays per day on the marine industry under the No-Build Alternative.  


 
Table 6.2-2. Economic Model Results for the Loxahatchee River Bridge for Existing Conditions and No-


Build Alternative 


 


Units Existing Conditions No-Build Alternative 


Total Daily Wait Time for All Vessels (min) 74 147 


Commercial Industry 


Vessels Experiencing a Wait  (#/day) 1 1 


Cost of Vessel Wait to Marine Industry ($/day) 7 9 


Percent Cost Compared to Marine Industry Value (%) 0.0005 0.0006 


Recreational Industry 


Vessels Experiencing a Wait  (#/day) 8 15 


Cost of Vessel Wait to Marine Industry ($/day) 118 241 


Percent Cost Compared to Marine Industry Value (%) 0.0089 0.0182 


All Vessel Types 


Total Daily Cost of Waiting ($) 125 250 


Total Annual Cost of Waiting ($) 45,625 91,250 


 


There are no cruise ships, commercial freighters, or other large oceangoing vessels that access the 
Loxahatchee River; therefore, the No-Build Alternative is not expected to have an impact on 
operations of these types of vessels. 


Individual commercial vessels could potentially experience an increase in vessel queue times at the 
Loxahatchee River Bridge. However, there are very few commercial destinations on the 
Loxahatchee River, and they would not be anticipated to incur any decline in business as a result of 
the bridge closures. Therefore, there is no impact under the No-Build Alternative. 
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6.3 Effect Determination of No-Build Alternative at the St. Lucie River Bridge 


Under the No-Build Alternative, an increase in obstruction of passage compared to Existing 
Conditions is projected, and this is related to a greater number of bridge closures due to an increase 
in rail freight traffic. Only recreational vessels will have an increase in the number or vessels 
experiencing wait time (no change in the number of commercial vessels that wait are expected 
under the No-Build Alternative compared to Existing Conditions). The average wait time for vessels 
experiencing a wait will increase by approximately 1.7 minutes. This results in a minor impact to the 
vessels that wait; as there are measureable changes in the percent of vessels that wait, but not 
primarily during continuous periods of time during peak traffic hours. 


With the exception of a few specific hour periods, the vessel queue length rarely exceeds 10 vessels 
(Table 6.3-1) and the probability of a queue length greater than 10 vessels in any given hour is 
2.1%, with little or no queuing for 97.2% of the time.  


 
Table 6.3-1. Vessel Wait Times for the St. Lucie River Bridge, Existing Conditions versus No-Build 


Alternative 


Vessel Traffic Characterization Units Existing Conditions No-Build Alternative 


Commercial Vessel Traffic 


Commercial Vessels Experiencing Wait Time 
a
 #/day 2 2 


Percent Commercial Vessels Experiencing Wait Time % 17 22 


Recreational Vessel Traffic 


Recreational Vessels Experiencing Wait Time 
a
 #/day 10 21 


Percent Recreational Vessels Experiencing Wait Time % 7 14 


Total Vessel Traffic 


Percent Total Vessels Experiencing Wait Time % 7 14 


Average Wait Time for All Vessels that Wait min 8.2 9.9 


Maximum Probability of Queue Length >10  % 0.2 2.1 


Note: 
a 
Number of vessels round to the closest integer 


 


The vertical clearance of the St. Lucie River Bridge is 7 feet at MHWL. Therefore, recreational 
vessels requiring a low vertical clearance (under 7 feet) may still traverse under the bridge even 
when closed without obstruction. Additionally, vessels with a higher vertical clearance may traverse 
under the closed bridge under low water conditions without obstruction. Since vessels that can 
currently traverse under the closed bridge under low water conditions will do so under the No-Build 
Alternative, this is characterized as no impact. 


Overhead structures, such as bridges and power cables, traverse the St. Lucie River and thus 
obstruct the passage of vessels. Amongst these structures, the St. Lucie River Bridge has the lowest 
vertical clearance in the confluence of the river (7 feet). Although the St. Lucie River Bridge remains 
open most of the time, closing only to allow the passage of freight, the closed bridge limits passage 
to the Intracoastal Waterway to the east and to vessel docks on residential areas to the west. 
Several other fixed bridges traverse the main waterway of the South Fork and the St. Lucie canal, 
some with vertical clearances lower than 7 feet. These bridges will limit the traffic of larger vessels in 
certain sections of the St. Lucie Canal.  


The anticipated increase in average vessel wait times associated with additional bridge closures and 
unimproved infrastructure would result in an increase in vessel queues of 11 vessels per day. These 
increased vessel wait times were considered when evaluating economic impacts to commercial 
developments along the St Lucie River. The increase in average vessel wait times is estimated to 
result in an economic impact under the No-Build Alternative (Table 6.3-2), of $209 per day. This 
value is the difference between the estimated economic impacts from the No-Build Alternative 
compared to the impact of Existing Conditions. This represents less than a 0.1% increase in the total 
cost of vessel delays per day on the marine industry under the No-Build Alternative.   
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Table 6.3-2. Economic Model Results for the St. Lucie River Bridge for Existing Conditions and No-Build 
Alternative 


 


Units Existing Conditions No-Build Alternative 


Average Wait Time for all Vessels (min) 96 223 


Commercial Industry 


Vessels Experiencing a Wait  (#/day) 2 2 


Cost of Vessel Wait to Marine Industry ($/day) 15 26 


Percent Cost Compared to Marine Industry Value (%) 0.0006 0.0011 


Recreational Industry 


Vessels Experiencing a Wait  (#/day) 10 21 


Cost of Vessel Wait to Marine Industry ($/day) 143 341 


Percent Cost Compared to Marine Industry Value (%) 0.0065 0.0156 


All Vessel Types 


Total Daily Cost of Waiting ($) 158 367 


Total Annual Cost of Waiting ($) 57,670 133,955 


 


There are no cruise ships, commercial freighters, or other large oceangoing vessels that access the 
St. Lucie River; therefore, the No-Build Alternative is not expected to impact the existing or future 
operations of these types of vessels. 


Individual commercial vessels could potentially experience an increase in vessel queue times at the 
St. Lucie River Bridge. However, there are very few commercial destinations on the St. Lucie River, 
and they would not be anticipated to incur any decline in business as a result of the moderate 
impacts to navigation under the No-Build Alternative. 


6.4 Combined Effect Determination at the New River Bridge 


Under the Combined Effect (2016 Freight + Passenger), an increase in obstruction of passage 
compared to the No-Build Alternative is projected, creating a minor to moderate impact before 
mitigation. This increase in obstruction of passage results from an increase in the number of bridge 
closures and the frequency of closures. This increases the number of vessels that experience a wait 
time from 23% to 36%, which represents approximately 27 additional vessels per day (6 commercial 
vessels and 21 recreational vessels). However, the average wait time for vessels experiencing a 
wait will decrease approximately 1.6 minutes (from 7.9 to 6.3 minutes), when compared to the No-
Build Alternative (Table 6.4-1). This results in a minor impact to vessels that wait before mitigation.  


With the exception of a few specific hour periods, the vessel queue length rarely exceeds 10 vessels 
(Table 6.4-1). However, the likelihood of a queue length greater than 10 in any given hour is only 
2.0% (a decrease of 0.2% when compared to the No-Build Alternative). Therefore, under the 
Combined Effect, there is a minor impact to vessel queue length. 


Impacts to the percent of vessels that wait, the queue length and the probability these impacts occur, 
may be reduced or eliminated through mitigation (see Section 7.0).  
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Table 6.4-1. Vessel Wait Times for the New River Bridge, No-Build Alternative versus Combined Effect 


Vessel Traffic Characterization Units 
No-Build 


Alternative 
Combined 


Effect 
Proposed 


Action
a
 


Commercial Vessel Traffic 


Commercial Vessels Experiencing Wait Time
b
 #/day 14 20 6 


Percent Commercial Vessels With Wait Time % 29 41 12 


Recreational Vessel Traffic 


Recreational Vessels Experiencing Wait Time
b
 #/day 35 56 21 


Percent Recreational Vessels With Wait Time % 21 34 13 


Total Vessel Traffic 


Percent Total Vessels Experiencing Wait Time % 23 36 12 


Average Wait Time for All Vessels that Wait min 7.9 6.3 -1.6 


Number of Hours with Queue Length >10  7 8 1 


Maximum Probability of Queue Length >10  % 2.2 2.0 -0.2 


Notes: a 
Proposed Action = Combined effects − No-Build Alternative effects; values show increase and decrease compared to  
the No-Build Alternative 


 
b 
Number of vessels round to the closest integer 


Impacts due to extended closure times are expected to be moderate under the Combined Effect 
before mitigation. Moderate impacts are defined as the probability that an alternative will result in 
single bridge closure times that are greater than 30 and less than 45 minutes long during peak traffic 
is less than 1%. Based on modeling, extended closure times at the New River Bridge are limited to 
Thursday between 5 pm and 6 pm. (Table 3.4-6). Since other extended closures do not occur during 
peak vessel traffic hours, these closures are considered a moderate impact. Due to the variability of 
freight train arrival times in the RTC model, there is an associated level of uncertainty with freight 
arrival times. As explained in Section 7, the moderate impacts due to increased closure times 
associated with the Combined Effect may be reduced, or eliminated, through mitigation.  


The vertical clearance of the New River Bridge is 4 feet at MHWL. Vessels requiring a low vertical 
clearance (under 4 feet) may still traverse under the bridge when it is closed. Therefore, vessels that 
only require this clearance to pass under the bridge will not be affected by changes in operations. 


The increase in average vessel wait times results in minor economic impact under the Combined 
Effect (Table 6.4-2), which is estimated at $161 per day (a decrease in loss of $212 per day when 
compared to the No-Build Alternative versus Existing Conditions). This is the cost of the total vessel 
delay per day on the marine industry under the Combined Effect, and creates a minimal impact as 
there is a less than 0.1% increase in the percent cost of waiting compared to the marine industry 
value at the New River, when compared to the No-Build Alternative.  


 
Table 6.4-2. Economic Model Results for the New River Bridge No-Build Alternative and Combined Effect 


 


Units 
No-Build 


Alternative Combined Effect Proposed Action 


Average Wait Time for all Vessels (min) 390 481 91 


Commercial Industry 


Vessels Experiencing a Wait  (#/day) 14 20 6 


Cost of Vessel Wait to Marine Industry ($/day) 196 239 43 


Percent Cost Compared to Marine  
Industry Value (%) 0.0031 0.0038 0.0007 


Recreational Industry 


Vessels Experiencing a Wait  (#/day) 35 56 21 


Cost of Vessel Wait to Marine Industry ($/day) 493 611 118 


Percent Cost Compared to Marine 
Industry Value (%) 0.0092 0.0114 0.0022 


All Vessel Types 


Total Daily Cost of Waiting ($) 689 850 161 


Total Annual Cost of Waiting ($) 251,485 310,250 58,765 
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Commercial destinations on the New River are primarily boat/yacht repair and support facilities. 
These facilities are anticipated to incur minor impacts to their business as a result of the moderate 
impacts of the Combined Effect on vessel wait times and queue lengths.  


Port Everglades is located east of the New River Bridge. Cruise ships, commercial freighters, and 
other large oceangoing vessels do not access the New River, and implementation of the Combined 
Effect would therefore have no impact to existing or future operations at Port Everglades. 


6.5 Combined Effect Determination at the Loxahatchee River Bridge 


Under the Combined Effect (2016 Freight + Passenger), an increase in obstruction of passage 
compared to the No-Build Alternative is projected, creating a moderate impact before mitigation. This 
increase in obstruction of passage is related to an increase in the number of vessels that experience 
a wait due to an overall increase in the number of bridge closures. The number of vessels that 
experience a wait increases from 25% to 42%, which represents approximately 31 additional vessels 
per day (1 commercial vessel and 30 recreational vessels). However, average wait time is reduced 
under the Combined Effect. The average wait time for vessels experiencing a wait is estimated to 
decrease 3.7 minutes, when compared to the No-Build Alternative (Table 6.5-1). This results in a 
minor impact to the vessels that wait, when compared to the No-Build Alternative. 


With the exception of a few specific hour periods, the vessel queue length rarely exceeds 10 vessels 
(Table 6.5-1). The likelihood of a queue length greater than 10 vessels in any given hour is 0.5% (a 
decrease of 1.2% when compared to the No-Build Alternative).  


Impacts to the percent of vessels that wait, the queue length, and the probability these impacts 
occur, may be reduced or eliminated through mitigation (see Section 6.7).  


 
Table 6.5-1. Vessel Wait Times for the Loxahatchee River Bridge, No-Build Alternative versus Combined 


Effect 


Vessel Traffic Characterization Units 
No-Build 


Alternative 
Combined 


Effect 
Proposed 


Action
a
 


Commercial Vessel Traffic 


Commercial Vessels Experiencing Wait Time 
b
 #/day 1 2 1 


  Percent Commercial Vessels With Wait Time % 16 44 28 


Recreational Vessel Traffic 


Recreational Vessels Experiencing Wait Time 
b
 #/day 15 45 31 


Percent Recreational Vessels With Wait Time % 13 39 26 


Total Vessel Traffic 


Percent Total Vessels Experiencing Wait Time % 25 42 17 


Average Wait Time for All Vessels that Wait min 9.4 5.7 -3.7 


Maximum Probability of Queue Length >10  % 1.7 0.5 -1.2 


Notes: a 
Proposed Action = Combined effects − No-Build Alternative effects; values show increase and decrease compared to the 
No-Build Alternative 


 
b 
Number of vessels round to the closest integer 


 


Impacts to extended closure times are expected to be minor under the Combined Effect before 
mitigation. For the Loxahatchee River Bridge, these extended closure times are limited to non-peak 
hours of Monday and Wednesday from 9:00 pm to 10:00 pm (Table 4.4-3). Since the single 
extended closures do not occur during peak vessel traffic hours, these closures are considered a 
minor impact. Due to the variability of freight train arrival times in the RTC model, there is an 
associated level of uncertainty with freight arrival times. Under the Combined Effect, no extended 
closure times occur on weekends when vessel traffic is the highest, and therefore, there is an overall 
minor impact on navigation. Furthermore, as explained in Section 7, these impacts may be reduced, 
or eliminated, through mitigation.  
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The vertical clearance of the Loxahatchee Bridge is 4 feet at MHWL. Vessels requiring a low vertical 
clearance (under 4 feet) may still traverse under the bridge when it is closed. Therefore, vessels that 
only require this clearance to pass under the bridge will not be affected by changes in operations. 


The estimated economic impact under the Combined Effect (Table 6.5-2) is $208 per day (an 
increase of $83 per day when compared to the No-Build Alternative). This is the impact of the 
increased total vessel delay per day on the marine industry under the Combined Effect and 
represents less than a 0.1% increase. This is considered a minor effect.  


 
Table 6.5-2. Economic Model Results for the Loxahatchee River FECR Bridge No-Build Alternative and 


Combined Effect 


 


Units 
No-Build 


Alternative Combined Effect Proposed Action 


Average Wait Time for all Vessels (min) 147 269 122 


Commercial Industry 


Vessels Experiencing a Wait  (#/day) 1 2 1 


Cost of Vessel Wait to Marine Industry ($/day) 9 18 9 


Percent Cost Compared to Marine  
Industry Value (%) 0.0006 0.0012 0.0006 


Recreational Industry 


Vessels Experiencing a Wait  (#/day) 15 45 30 


Cost of Vessel Wait to Marine Industry ($/day) 241 440 199 


Percent Cost Compared to Marine 
Industry Value (%) 0.0182 0.0331 0.0150 


All Vessel Types 


Total Daily Cost of Waiting ($) 250 458 208 


Total Annual Cost of Waiting ($) 91,250 167,170 75,920 


 


There are very few commercial destinations on the Loxahatchee River, as most of the waterfront 
development is residential. The few commercial destinations are not expected to incur any decline in 
business as a result of the Combined Alternative’s effect on navigation. 


There are no cruise ships, commercial freighters, or other large oceangoing vessels that access the 
Loxahatchee River; therefore, the Combined Effect would have no impact to existing or future 
operations of these types of vessels. 


6.6 Combined Effect Determination at the St. Lucie River Bridge 


Under the Combined Effect (2016 Freight + Passenger), an increase in obstruction of passage 
compared to the No-Build Alternative is projected, creating a moderate impact before mitigation. This 
increase in obstruction of passage is related to an increase in the number of vessels that experience 
a wait due to an overall increase in the number of bridge closures. The number of vessels that 
experience a wait time increases from 14% to 42%, which represents approximately 44 additional 
vessels per day (2 commercial vessels and 42 recreational vessels); however, a decrease average 
wait time is observed. Accordingly, under the Combined Effect, the average wait time for vessels 
experiencing a wait will decrease approximately 1.8 minutes when compared to the No-Build 
Alternative (Table 6.6-1). This results in a moderate impact before mitigation to the percent of 
vessels that wait, when compared to the No-Build Alternative. 


With the exception of a few specific hour periods, the vessel queue length rarely exceeds 10 vessels 
(Table 6.6-1). The likelihood of a queue length greater than 10 vessels in any given hour is 4.3%.  


Impacts to the percent of vessels that wait, the queue length, and the probability these impacts 
occur, may be reduced or eliminated through mitigation (see Section 6.7).  
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Table 6.6-1. Vessel Wait Times for the St. Lucie River Bridge, No-Build Alternative versus Combined 
Effect 


Vessel Traffic Characterization Units 
No-Build 


Alternative 
Combined 


Effect 
Proposed 


Action
a
 


Commercial Vessel Traffic 


Commercial Vessels Experiencing Wait Time b #/day 2 4 2 


Percent Commercial Vessels With Wait Time % 22 49 27 


Recreational Vessel Traffic 


Recreational Vessels Experiencing Wait Time b #/day 21 63 42 


Percent Recreational Vessels With Wait Time % 14 42 28 


Total Vessel Traffic 


Percent Total Vessels Experiencing Wait Time % 14 42 28 


Average Wait Time for All Vessels that Wait min 9.9 8.1 -1.8 


Maximum Probability of Queue Length >10  % 0.2 4.3 4.1 


Notes: a 
Proposed Action = Combined effects − No-Build Alternative effects; values show increase and decrease compared to  
the No-Build Alternative 


 
b 
Number of vessels round to the closest integer 


 


The Combined Effect Alternative will result in moderate impacts to vessel navigation before 
mitigation due to the projected duration and frequency of bridge closures. Moderate impacts are 
defined as a single bridge closure time that is greater than 30 minutes, but less than 45 minutes, and 
occurs less than 10 percent of the time during peak vessel traffic. For the St. Lucie River Bridge, 
these extended closure times occur Monday, Wednesday, and Thursday between 4 pm and 5 pm, 
Thursday between 2 pm and 3 pm, and Friday between 1 pm and 2 pm (Table 5.4-3). The hours 
listed between noon and 6 pm have the potential to result in moderate impacts to navigation as 
these hours occur during the peak vessel traffic time. Due to the variability of freight train arrival 
times in the RTC model, there is an associated level of uncertainty with freight arrival times. Under 
the Combined Effect, no extended closure times occur on weekends, when vessel traffic is the 
highest. As explained in Section 7.0, these impacts may be reduced, or eliminated, through 
mitigation.  


The vertical clearance of the St. Lucie River Bridge is 7 feet at MHWL. Vessels requiring a low 
vertical clearance (under 7 feet) may still traverse under the bridge when it is closed. Therefore, 
vessels that only require this clearance to pass under the bridge will not be affected by changes in 
operations. 


The estimated economic impact under the Combined Effect (Table 6.6-2) is $520 per day (an 
increase of $311 per day when compared to the No-Build Alternative). This is the impact of the 
increased total vessel delay per day on the marine industry under the Combined Effect and 
represents less than a 0.1% increase in the percent cost of waiting compared to the marine industry 
value at the St. Lucie River. This is considered a minor effect.  
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Table 6.6-2. Economic Model Results for the St. Lucie River Bridge No-Build Alternative and Combined 
Effect 


 


Units No-Build Alternative 
Combine
d Effect 


Proposed 
Action 


Average Wait Time for all Vessels (min) 223 239 315.5 


Commercial Industry Wait Times 


Vessels Experiencing Wait Time (#/day) 9 4 -4 


Cost of Vessel Delay to Marine Industry ($/day) 26 55 29 


Percent Cost Compared to Marine  
Industry Value (%) 0.0011 0.0023 0.0012 


Recreational Industry Wait Times 


Vessels Experiencing Wait Time (#/day) 148 165 17 


Cost of Vessel Delay to Marine Industry ($/day) 341 832 491 


Percent Cost Compared to Marine Industry 
Value (%) 0.0156 0.0381 0.0225 


All Vessel Types 


Total Daily Cost of Waiting ($) 367 887 520 


Total Annual Cost of Waiting ($) 133,955 323,755 189,800 


 


Commercial destinations on the St. Lucie River are primarily vessel/yacht repair and support 
facilities, which would not be anticipated to incur any decline in business as a result of the impacts of 
the Combined Effect on navigation and, therefore, the Combined Effect would have minimal impact 
to such businesses. 


There are no cruise ships, commercial freighters, or other large oceangoing vessels that access the 
St. Lucie River and the Combined Effect would therefore have minimal impact on existing or future 
operations of these types of vessels.  


6.7 Mitigation 


Mitigation options are being considered by AAF to improve operations at the New River Bridge, 
Loxahatchee River Bridge, and St. Lucie River Bridge.  These include: 


 Develop a set schedule for the down times of the bridge for passenger rail service. 
Passenger rail service is anticipated to operate on consistent daily schedules that are both 
predictable and reliable with minimal deviations. Once local mariners are familiar with the 
passenger rail schedule, they should be able to predict approximate crossing times on a given 
day without having to look up the schedule because it will be consistent and unchanging from 
week to week. Developing a predictable schedule for passenger train crossing times will allow 
mariners, especially day to day commercial vessels, to plan their travel times accordingly and 
avoid unnecessary wait times. Local recreational mariners will also have access to the bridge 
schedules to plan accordingly and every effort should be made to inform non-local mariners of 
the bridge down times to avoid wait times and vessel stacking in the bridge vicinity. 


 Provide public access to the bridge closure schedules in an internet-accessible format 
updated daily with anticipated crossing times for each bridge.  Schedules for each bridge 
may be posted on the AAF website and/or the USCG website. Internet sites will provide 
estimated bridge crossing times so mariners may access real-time data from the water and plan 
appropriate travel times.  This will also help the boating community to plan their trips to avoid 
wait times and related costs associated with the Proposed Action. Schedules and/or information 
on how to get up to date bridge down times may also be made available at local marinas and 
tackle shops.  


 Implement a notification sign/signal/horn at each bridge location with countdowns to 
indicate the times at which the bridge will begin to close and open. Similar to a road 
crossing, the notification system will alert mariners within the vicinity that a train is approaching 
and provide a countdown for bridge closings and openings. The countdown will make mariners 
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aware of the time available to get through the bridge crossing before closing as well as the time 
to wait for it to re-open. This notification system will provide information to mariners associated 
with the opening and closing of the bridges to allow for planning of trips for those in the vicinity of 
the bridge.  


 Develop formal contact with first responders and emergency personnel. A point of contact 
will be established to ensure that emergency personnel can coordinate with the dispatch center 
when access is necessary to respond to waterway emergencies. 


 Develop coordination plans between AAF and local authorities during peak vessel travel 
times on holidays and major public events. Local authorities will have the ability to contact 
AAF in order to coordinate plans for certain special events and occasions in an effort to establish 
adjustments to train schedules that would allow the bridge to be open for specified periods of 
time. 


 Develop a coordination plan between AAF and the USCG to promote with commercial and 
recreational boating communities. Such a plan would allow for updates to the bridge operating 
schedules to be disseminated through the USCG and local marinas as well as on the official 
website used for scheduling information.  


 Addition of a tender at the New River Bridge. The New River has the greatest amount of 
commercial traffic (as compared to the Loxahatchee River Bridge and St. Lucie River Bridge). The 
addition of a bridge tender would allow better communication with commercial vessels in that the 
tender could be contacted directly by mariners with a need for information for planning purposes in 
order to minimize wait times. 


 


In order for mitigation to reduce the effect determination by at least one level (i.e., reduce the impact 
from moderate to minor), each criterion was evaluated to determine the required percent reduction in 
impact to navigation to meet the threshold limit to be classified as minimal, minor, or no impact 
(Table 6.0-1). These percentages and the reduction in impacts with mitigation are reported in Tables 
6.7-1, 6-7.2, and 6.7-3 for the New River, Loxahatchee River, and St Lucie River, respectively.   
 
  







Navigation Discipline Report For the AAF Passenger Rail Project from Orlando to Miami, Florida 
AMEC Project No. 6063120212 July 2014 


 


 6-15 AMEC 
 


Table 6.7-1. Impacts to Navigation Before and After Mitigation for the New River Bridge 


Effect Determination Criteria
 a


 
No-Build 


Alternative 
Combined Effect  


(Proposed Action) 


Reduction 
to Impacts 


to Meet 
Mitigation 


Goal 


Combined 
with 


Mitigation 


Obstruction of passage
  


% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


Minor Moderate 30% Minor 


Most navigationally limiting structure 
% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


Minor Moderate 30% Minor 


Impacts to jobs, economic growth and 
development 


Economic Impacts 


Minimal Minimal 0.015% 
No Impact 


(N/A) 


Economic impacts to existing or 
planned commercial/industrial 
developments 


Economic Impact 


Minimal Minimal 0.015% 
No Impact 


(N/A) 


Impacts to unique or critical 
infrastructure 


No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) - 
No impact 


(N/A) 


Impacts to USACE transit ability 
% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


Minor Moderate 30% Minor 


Impacts to USCG transit ability 
% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


Minor Moderate 30% Minor 


Impacts to existing and future cruise 
ship ports-of-call/terminals 


No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) - 
No impact 


(N/A) 


Impacts to commercial freighters No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) - 
No impact 


(N/A) 


Impacts to ports supporting post-
panamax vessels 


No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) - 
No impact 


(N/A) 


Impacts to vessels that produce 
unique products for the region 


No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) - 
No impact 


(N/A) 


Impacts to vessels that require tug 
boats 


% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


Minor Moderate 30% Minor 


Impacts to proposed commercial 
vessels as a result of proposed 
development 


Economic Impact 
% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


Minor Minor 30% Minimal 


Ability of vessels to adjust operations 
without significant economic loss in 
order to transit the Proposed Action 


No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) - 
No impact 


(N/A) 


Availability of alternative routes for 
vessel passage 


No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) - 
No impact 


(N/A) 


Ability of vessels to transit at typical 
lower water stages 


No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) - 
No impact 


(N/A) 


Notes: 
a 


Effect determination for factors to be considered by the USCG was determined based on the identified criteria in italics of 
either % of vessels that wait, queue length, economic impacts and extended bridge closures or a combination of these 
criteria. The overall effect determination reflects the highest impact of the combined impact determination criteria of each 
Category. 
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Table 6.7-2. Impacts to Navigation Before and After Mitigation for the Loxahatchee River Bridge 


Effect Determination Criteria
 a


 
No-Build 


Alternative 
Combined Effect 


(Proposed Action) 


Reduction 
to Impacts 


to Meet 
Mitigation 


Goal 
Combined 


with Mitigation 


Obstruction of passage
  


% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


Minor Minor 36% Minimal 


Most navigationally limiting structure 
% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


Minor Minor 36% Minimal 


Impacts to jobs, economic growth and 
development 


Economic Impacts 


Minimal Minimal 0.034% No Impact 


Economic impacts to existing or 
planned commercial/industrial 
developments 


Economic Impact 


Minimal Minimal 0.034% No Impact 


Impacts to unique or critical 
infrastructure 


No impact 
(N/A) 


No impact (N/A) - 
No impact (N/A) 


Impacts to USACE transit ability 
% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


Minor Minor 36% Minimal 


Impacts to USCG transit ability 
% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


Minor Minor 36% Minimal 


Impacts to existing and future cruise 
ship ports-of-call/terminals 


No impact No impact - No impact 


Impacts to commercial freighters 
No impact 


(N/A) 
No impact (N/A) - No impact (N/A) 


Impacts to ports supporting post-
panamax vessels 


No impact 
(N/A) 


No impact (N/A) - No impact (N/A) 


Impacts to vessels that produce unique 
products for the region 


No impact 
(N/A) 


No impact (N/A) - No impact (N/A) 


Impacts to vessels that require tug 
boats 


% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


Minor Minor 36% Minimal 


Impacts to proposed commercial 
vessels as a result of proposed 
development 


Economic Impact 
% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


Minor Minor 36% Minimal 


Ability of vessels to adjust operations 
without significant economic loss in 
order to transit the Proposed Action 


No impact 
(N/A) 


No impact (N/A) - No impact (N/A) 


Availability of alternative routes for 
vessel passage 


No impact 
(N/A) 


No impact (N/A) - No impact (N/A) 


Ability of vessels to transit at typical 
lower water stages 


No Impact No Impact - No Impact 


Notes: 
a 


Effect determination for factors to be considered by the USCG was determined based on the identified criteria in italics of 
either % of vessels that wait, queue length, economic impacts and extended bridge closures or a combination of these 
criteria. The overall effect determination reflects the highest impact of the combined impact determination criteria of each 
Category. 
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Table 6.7-3. Impacts to Navigation Before and After Mitigation for the St. Lucie River Bridge 


Effect Determination Criteria
 a


 
No-Build 


Alternative 
Combined Effect 


(Proposed Action) 


Reduction 
to Impacts 


to Meet 
Mitigation 


Goal 


Combined 
with 


Mitigation 


Obstruction of passage
  


% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


Minor Moderate 41% Minor 


Most navigationally limiting structure 
% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


Minor Moderate 41% Minor 


Impacts to jobs, economic growth 
and development 


Economic Impacts 


Minimal Minimal 0.040% No Impact 


Economic impacts to existing or 
planned commercial/industrial 
developments 


Economic Impact 


Minimal Minimal 0.040% No Impact 


Impacts to unique or critical 
infrastructure 


No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) - 
No impact 


(N/A) 


Impacts to USACE transit ability 
% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


Minor Moderate 41% Minor 


Impacts to USCG transit ability 
% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


Minor Moderate 41% Minor 


Impacts to existing and future cruise 
ship ports-of-call/terminals 


No impact No impact - No impact 


Impacts to commercial freighters No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) - 
No impact 


(N/A) 


Impacts to ports supporting post-
panamax vessels 


No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) - 
No impact 


(N/A) 


Impacts to vessels that produce 
unique products for the region 


No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) - 
No impact 


(N/A) 


Impacts to vessels that require tug 
boats 


% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


Minor Moderate 41% Minor 


Impacts to proposed commercial 
vessels as a result of proposed 
development 


Economic Impact 
% of vessels that wait 
Queue length 
Extended closure times 


Minor Minor 41% Minimal 


Ability of vessels to adjust 
operations without significant 
economic loss in order to transit the 
Proposed Action 


No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) - 
No impact 


(N/A) 


Availability of alternative routes for 
vessel passage 


No impact (N/A) No impact (N/A) - 
No impact 


(N/A) 


Ability of vessels to transit at typical 
lower water stages 


No Impact No Impact - No Impact 


Notes: 
a 


Effect determination for factors to be considered by the USCG was determined based on the identified criteria in italics of 
either % of vessels that wait, queue length, economic impacts and extended bridge closures or a combination of these 
criteria. The overall effect determination reflects the highest impact of the combined impact determination criteria of each 
Category.  
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7.0  Conclusions 


The purpose of this Navigation Discipline Report is to provide navigational information for 
consideration by the USCG to allow an informed decision-making on the Proposed Action.  This 
study evaluated the potential for environmental, economic and navigational impacts associated with 
the Proposed Action.  More specifically, this study estimates the extent to which the projected 
increase in bridge closure times will effect commercial and recreational vessels traversing under 
each of FECR’s operable bridges at the New River, Loxahatchee River, and the St. Lucie River. The 
USCG, in its June 2, 2014 letter, supports including the NDR as “an attachment to the DEIS as it 
informs the choice of alternatives for analysis.”   


7.1 Key Findings 


Based on the areas of required evaluation by the USCG, the findings of this study indicate that the 
Proposed Action does not have a major socioeconomic, navigational or maritime delay impact on 
any of the three operable bridges. Furthermore, applying the proposed mitigation measures enables 
any identified impacts to be reduced.  This mitigation will enable the impacts to be improved to be 
equal to or better than the No-Build Alternative conditions. 


There is a less than 1% probability that a single vessel will wait for 23.1 minutes at the New River 
Bridge, 20.2 minutes at the Loxahatchee River Bridge, and 30 minutes at the St. Lucie River Bridge. 
Furthermore, there is a 90% probability that a single vessel will not have to wait for more than 12.2 
minutes at the New River Bridge, 9.8 minutes at the Loxahatchee River Bridge, and 17.6 minutes at 
the St. Lucie River Bridge. 


Passenger trains will operate under a set schedule and therefore were modeled as such. However, 
due to the variability of freight train arrival times (±10 minutes) in the RTC model, there is an 


associated level of uncertainty with freight arrival times. Therefore, the likelihood of a 30+ minute 
bridge closure at any of the three operable bridges is unlikely, with less than 1% probability of such a 
closure occurring. Table 7.1-1 provides a summary of total economic impact to the total marine 
industry resulting from recreational and commercial vessels delays at each of the three operable 
bridges.  As shown, the total daily economic impacts due to vessel delays range from $483.20 for 
the Loxahatchee River to $924.52 for the St. Lucie River, and represent 0.034% and 0.040% of the 
daily total marine industry values for each of the rivers.  These vessel delays associated with the 
Proposed Action have a minimal impact on the total marine industry and have the potential for no 
impact after mitigation. 


Table 7.1-1. Total Economic Impact (before mitigation) to Total Marine Industry Value Resulting from 
Vessel Delays 


Location 
Economic Impact Due 


to Vessel Delays (Daily) 
Marine Industry Value 


(Daily) 
Percent of Total Marine 


Industry Value 


New River $881.55 $5,786,301.37 0.015% 


Loxahatchee River $483.20 $1,406,849.32 0.034% 


St. Lucie River $924.52 $2,288,767.12 0.040% 


7.1.1 New River Bridge 


The following observations, and effects to marine navigation and the marine industry, related to 
proposed bridge operational changes are reported:  


 Peak usage times for maritime use were observed to generally be in winter months (January and 
February) and on weekends. 


 Based on video surveillance, the average number of recreational vessels and commercial 
vessels traversing through the New River Bridge opening per day were 166 and 49, respectively 
in January 2014. 
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 Under the No-Build Alternative, an estimated 77% of vessels traversing through the New River 
Bridge experience no wait time due to bridge closures. This is projected to decrease to 64% with 
the Proposed Action (before mitigation). During peak vessel traffic times, the estimated average 
wait times for vessels that queue on either side of the bridge is 7.9 minutes under the No-Build 
Alternative. However, the wait time for vessels that queue is projected to decrease by 1.6 
minutes with the Proposed Action (before mitigation). Under the No-Build Alternative, the 
estimated cost of recreational and commercial vessels delays due to queue is 0.0123% of the 
total value of the marine industry in the New River. Under the Proposed Action, this is projected 
to decrease to 0.0029% (before mitigation). 


7.1.2 Loxahatchee River Bridge 


The following observations, and effects to marine navigation and the marine industry, related to 
proposed bridge operational changes are reported:  


 Based on video surveillance, the average number of recreational vessels and commercial 
vessels traversing through the Loxahatchee River Bridge opening per day were 117 and 4, 
respectively in January 2014. 


 Under the No-Build Alternative, an estimated 87% of vessels traversing through the Loxahatchee 
River Bridge experience no wait time due to bridge closures. This is projected to decrease to 
61% with the Proposed Action (before mitigation). During peak vessel traffic, the estimated 
average wait times for vessels that queue on either side of the bridge is 9.4 minutes under the 
No-Build Alternative. However, the wait time for vessels that queue is projected to decrease by 
3.7 minutes under the Proposed Action (before mitigation). Under the No-Build Alternative, the 
estimated cost of recreational and commercial vessels delays due to queue is 0.0188% of the 
total value of the marine industry in the Loxahatchee River. Under the Proposed Action, this is 
projected to decrease to 0.0156% (before mitigation). 


7.1.3 St. Lucie River Bridge 


The following observations, and effects to marine navigation and the marine industry, related to 
proposed bridge operational changes are reported:  


 Based on video surveillance, the average number of recreational vessels and commercial 
vessels traversing through the St. Lucie River Bridge opening per day were 148 and 9, 
respectively, in January 2014. 


 Under the No-Build Alternative, an estimated 86% of vessels traversing through the St. Lucie 
River Bridge experience no wait time due to bridge closures. This is projected to decrease to 
57% with the Proposed Action (before mitigation). During peak vessel traffic volumes, the 
estimated average wait times for vessels that queue on either side of the bridge is 9.9 minutes 
under the No-Build Alternative. However, the wait time for vessels that queue is projected to 
decrease by 1.8 minutes under the Proposed Action (before mitigation). Under the No-Build 
Alternative, the estimated cost of recreational and commercial vessels delays due to queue is 
0.0167% of the total value of the marine industry in the St. Lucie River. Under the Proposed 
Action, this is projected to increase to 0.0237% (before mitigation). 
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9.0  Appendices 







From: Michael Lazarus
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida - citizen comment
Date: Sunday, October 26, 2014 10:07:27 AM

My wife and I feel it incumbent that we put forth our opinion.

We live in Palm City Florida and do most of our business and socializing in
Stuart.
We have to cross the railroad tracks and go by boat under the railroad
bridge.

Being that our little hamlet is not a railroad stop ever contemplated there
is zero upside to trains passing thru our town.
A speeding train is more befitting west up us running on the tracks along
route 710 which does head more directly to Orlando.

Running the trains on those tracks along 710 would mitigate virtually all
the citizenries problems.
Of course for the owners of All Aboard Florida it creates expense and
complications but that solution does serve the greater good.

With the fact that the railroad bridge in Stuart is very old and fragile
having to handle and increase in activity of around 200% and it being a
single track bridge will create logistical problems beyond the pale.

I had a career in business and can see that this is a boondoggle.
It cannot make a profit on passenger train service.
There must be something else going on to attract so few to fight so hard for
this project.

Michael Lazarus
Palm City, Florida 34990

MikeLaz1@Comcast.net
772-631-4706

NOTICE:    This email and any attachments thereto are intended solely for
use by the recipient(s) named above.
If you are not an intended recipient of this e-mail, or if you otherwise
received this email in error, you are hereby notified that any disclosure,
copying, distribution or use of this e-mail or any attachment is strictly
prohibited. Please notify us immediately by returning it to the sender and
permanently delete this message and any attachments from your system. 

Thank you for your cooperation

mailto:mikelaz1@comcast.net
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From: Fred Bowen-Smith
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida Long Wide version
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 4:47:52 PM

 
Mr. John Winkle
Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Ave. S.E., Room W38-31
Washington, DC 20590
Dear Sir,
Though mass transit is a noble idea, it’s placement of such is a monumental task. 
 Time when trains serviced rural communities has long since passed.  City
 communities are well serviced by underground rail and other mass transit systems.
   We see these examples throughout the industrialized world.
To impose high speed,  non-service  transit thru neighborhoods, towns and small
 communities is disingenuous.  It is not consistent with successful urban planning
 models.   The environmental impact will be immense.  I’m not referring to some
 pound and its pollywog,  but the intricate lives of children, families and business. 
 The both physically and psychologically health of these communities will
 deteriorate.  What was once prime and desirable family communities will evolve into
 desolate semi commercial neighbor hoods.   These examples are rampant thru our
 country.   Planers, politicians and business would be hard presses to plough a major
 interstate straight thru the down town of so many communities.    So why would
 allow a double standard for RR.  It’s non-sensible for the environment
 
Logical answers abound:  Place mass the transit systems near one another, create
 service hubs and parking areas.  Move dangerous transit systems out of people’s
 yards and into undeveloped areas without harm to the population and local
 economies.  Build real community growth, wealth and well being.   Not destroy the
 fabric of small towns,  that which makes America great and diverse.
 
Fred Bowen-Smith
President
 
www.KitchenStrand.us
 
8914 SE. Bridge Road, Hobe Sound, Fl. 33455
Handcrafted Custom Kitchens, casework, baths and wine rooms
 
Office  -  772-546-1306
Fax  -  772-546-9166
Cell  -  772-263-3543
fred@kitchenstrand.us
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From: Richard V. Neill, Jr.
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: bthiess@fpua.com; drorme@comcast.net; Helen Green
Subject: All Aboard Florida - St Lucie Village, Florida, comments on Draft EIS
Date: Friday, November 21, 2014 3:04:41 PM
Attachments: 11-21-14 John Winkle .pdf

Please see attached comments by the Town of St. Lucie Village, Florida, pertaining to the All
 Aboard Florida draft EIS.
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
 
Richard V. Neill, Jr., of
Neill Griffin Tierney Neill & Marquis
Post Office Box 1270
Ft. Pierce, FL 34954
Telephone:  772-464-8200
Fax:  772-464-2566
rneilljr@neillgriffin.com
 
 
 
 
 

CONFIDENTIALITY

The information contained in this e-mail, including any attachments, is privileged and confidential, intended only for
 the use of the individual or entity to whom it is directed. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
 notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this e-mail or any attachment is strictly prohibited. If you
 have received this transmittal in error, please reply to the sender that you have received it in error and then delete
 it. Thank you.
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From: David Nuske
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida - A bad idea for the Treasure Coast
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 10:59:13 AM

To whom it may concern:
 
I have only been in Sebastian, Indian River County, for a few months now and am just now
 understanding enough about the AAF project to make a comment.  From what I can tell there
 has been no one willing to come to our city to discuss this huge project which affects
 Sebastian and all of the similar or larger cities along the way.  It is unbelievable to me that you
 are planning on having rapid transit going as much as 100 mph through our quiet and
 beautiful city.   Going forward this city will grow and our congestion will at some point
 approach closer to what we now see in larger cities along the route.  High speed transit will
 add to the congestion and our town will become a town where it will not to safe to drive, bike
 or walk.  Since the route through our city will not include an elevated train, the possibility of
 some terrible accidents loom in our future if something is not done to either stop this project
 or alter the route so as not to affect the Treasure coast.  It has been suggested that moving
 the route to the west would be the best alternative and that idea is what the politicians and
 engineers should have suggested in the first place.  Following the path of the interstate or
 interstate highway is always a better choice.  The right-away is already established and
 elevated trains are the best choice when going over major roads along the route.  If you must
 go up the coast all the way to highway 528 and over to Orlando, then use the I-95 right-away,
 that is your best choice.  If your desire is to go from Miami to Orlando, then use the Florida
 Turnpike right-away.   Yes, you will have to lay down more track and it may cost more but it is
 the best solution.....the only solution for those who use common sense.  In addition you can
 build trains that can really go fast, really fast instead of just 100 mph.  Traveling through cities
 with high speed transit is a BAD, BAD idea!  I can't believe this state is so stupid to even
 suggest such a thing.  Whoever is making these decisions needs to go to other countries in
 Europe, Japan and some of the Asian countries and see how they do it.  Going the cheap
 route using existing tracks and right-away can only make life miserable for our citizens along
 the route.  In addition, this whole project when done will make our state the laughing stock of
 the world.  Our country is way behind when it comes to rapid transit.  We should have had
 rapid transit connecting all of our major cities by now.  Bad decisions by politicians both at the
 federal and state levels have been the biggest reason.  Florida's decision to build high speed
 transit is not a bad idea but the way it is being implemented is.  Going forward, please
 reconsider the choices you have made.  Going with the current proposal will keep the state of
 Florida in the dark ages when it comes to rapid transit.
 
David H. Nuske
 
123 Amherst Ln

mailto:godaddy53@hotmail.com
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Sebastian, FL 32958
godaddy53@hotmail.com
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From: Jim Beam
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: all aboard florida - a new adventure in stupidity
Date: Wednesday, October 22, 2014 2:27:23 PM

Hello,

I've seen some nutty stuff tried in Florida before, but AAF takes the cake.

There is no reason for those trains to run through the populated areas along the coast.

It is obvious this is a money grab from the Federal government by greedy big business, at the
 expense of everybody that will be subjected to the daily abuse of the actual trains.

And once they run the line for a year, they will bankrupt it, not repay the loan, then start using
 the new rail line for freight.

Lets face it, this isn't about a commuter train, this in the end, is about being able to run more
 freight trains in and out of Florida and getting extra track to do it. But under the guise of
 creating a commuter line, and getting Federal 'loan' money to set it up, which will never be
 paid back.

Some argue that the FEC owns the property the rail lines will be on, and can do with it what
 they want...well, take it from them, with eminent domain. Then make them lease the property
 to run their freight trains even, charge the hell out of them. 

Once they are paying that extra money, we can lower Martin County property taxes, see how
 the greedy thieves like that.

James Beam

mailto:beamj50@gmail.com
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From: jwmll@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida - A very bad idea for North Beach, Fort Pierce, Fl
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 6:38:53 PM

We left our island home in New York to come to an island paradise in Fort Pierce. 
 The only means of egress to our island is the 17th Street Bridge in Vero Beach, or
 the Seawinds Drive drawbridge and Little Jim Bridge in Fort Pierce. The drawbridge
 is on demand, with no set schedule.  Very long freight trains travel the rails parallel to
 Old Dixie Hwy, mostly early mornings or late evenings, with some traffic interruption. 
 Between the railroad crossing and the drawbridge back-up, we are often
 inconvenienced for from 5-10 minutes at any given time.  Many cars are stranded on
 US Federal Hwy 1, unable to go East because of the train or the bridge.  One can
 only imagine the severe delays and deleterious effect on our life style,if All Aboard
 Florida manages to coerce its way into becoming a reality.  We moved here from an
 area that had regularly scheduled commuter trains. The tracks were all raised, there
 was no traffic interruptions or threats of derailments/accidents crushing the adjacent
 homes.  That threat is very real for houses along Dixie Hwy and St. Lucie Village. 
 This is a very bad proposal, disguised as commuter line. No sane adult believes a
 commuter line will prove profitable.  This is a scam to move more freight through out
 homes.
 
Michelle Lineal & Janice Wilson
3309 Caracal Dr., Ft. Pierce, FL 34949

mailto:jwmll@aol.com
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From: jamesrkidd@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida Attn: John Winkle
Date: Thursday, October 30, 2014 3:16:07 PM

Dear Mr. Winkle:

I had planned to attend the Stuart hearing today regarding the project under
 discussion - All Aboard Florida - when I learned through the Palm Beach Post and
 other electronic sources that these are not real hearings buy forums being used to
 hype the project to the population without benefit of open discussion.  We are quite
 old now and to engage in an exercise where active collective dialogue is not offered
 motivates me to put my own thoughts in writing - which is apparently all I could have
 accomplished at the Kane Center today anyway.  I fail to understand how a federal
 agency could proceed in this manner - e.g. it appears you have already made up
 your minds and are just going through the necessary window dressing to try to
 appease those Florida residents who oppose the plan.

In any case, I will state my objections to this project:

1.  Potential serious loss of real estate values in areas heavily hit and not yet
 recovered from the 2008 market blow-up.  
2.  Traffic jams that engender potential serious accident and injury with cars backing
 up into major intersections and lanes leading up to left turn lanes.
       (we recently waited through 5 traffic light changes for a long freight train closing
 down Monterey Road at A1A.  Yes I understand the passenger trains will not be as
 long -     but add the traffic to the already necessary closings for freight -32 times a
 day is a also an additional nuisance).
3.  I live east of the tracks by about a mile and a half.  Our medical facilities (Martin
 County South) and shopping facilities are all on the other side of the tracks. - we
 can  
       hear the noise of the train from our condo if the winds prevail in this direction. 
 But there is much valuable real estate even closer to the tracks.
4.  Crossing safety arms frequently fail now - causing us to have to wait for lengthy
 periods of time until railroad staff can arrive and fix same  More similar exposure!
5.  As an Amtrak auto train user - I know the value of mass transit - but I also have
 almost every trip experienced delays, back-ups, equipment failure and more.
       The value of a high-speed train rendering the negatives above without being able
 to avail myself of any of its small positive benefits is a thorn in the side of the
        people living north of Palm Beach who will have to endure the danger and the
 nuisance of same.
6.  Private enterprise should not be supported by tax free loans/financing.  Profit
 making organizations should fund their own infrastructure - we should be repairing
       and replacing our own aging roads, bridges, and more!   This premise applies to
 taxpayers building NFL stadiums and facilities for other sports events.
7.  Air pollution will be increased greatly by cars idling at the crossings - more than
 the number of people who travel from Maimi and Ft. Lauderdale to Orlando each
 year.

mailto:jamesrkidd@comcast.net
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8.  I do not own a boat - but fishing and tourism are heavy industries here on the
 Treasure Coast - they will be negatively impacted by the necessary frequent bridge 
      closings.
9. Potential further erosion of an already damaged and fragile ecosystem.

Any high-speed train/rail system should be explored and built in the central part of the
 state where habitation is not as dense and eco damage less likely.  The residents of
 this state had already voted for this railway to be built there....but an obstinate
 governor over-ruled their vote...a governor by the way who should be in jail and not
 in the state house....this is a person who defrauded the U. S. Government and its
 taxpayers.  He doesn't live where his life will be daily impacted by this decision. 
 Those of us who do - do not want it fly through our neighborhoods - endangering the
 lives of our citizens.  We beg you - stop this idiocy to support a private company that
 should not run vehicles traveling through this highly populated area at 110 miles per
 hour.

Sincerely,

Barbara E. Kidd
6082 SE Landing Way #14\
Stuart, FL  34997



From: Al Ventoso
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida - Citizen comments
Date: Thursday, October 23, 2014 5:02:56 PM

The private entity that is proposing this project has applied for a loan of up to 1.5 billion under
 the guise of “Railroad Rehabilitation Improvement Financing”. Therefore, this puts the
 taxpayer potentially in line to underwrite this project. As such, I trust that taxpayer comments
 will be considered during the evaluation and approval process.

The Environmental Impact Statement was financed privately by the parties behind this project.
 Therefore it is no surprise that the study understates the impact on our environment.

Anyway we look at this, there are some obvious factors arguing against giving approval for
 this project in its current form.

1. Any time there is a government subsidy involved – direct or indirect – it is axiomatic
 that the taxpayer will be stuck with the bill. Clearly, the project is not viable as a self
 supporting operation otherwise a subsidy would not be required. Private funding would
 be plentiful if there was a return on the investment.

2. Amy time that parties with a vested interest in approving the project also fund the
 Environmental Impact Statement, it is clear that the analysis will be biased in favor of
 proceeding with the project.

This project is clearly getting dumped on Florida taxpayers. It creates conditions that will lead
 to traffic gridlock in the communities affected. The quality of life in our communities in
 Martin county will suffer not only because of the impact on traffic, but because of the
 increased noise levels and disturbance created by active train traffic. This is bad for the
 citizens and for the abundant wildlife of Martin County.

At a minimum, a truly independent and transparent study of this project and its impact on
 communities and on the environment needs to be conducted. A decision based on the biased
 studies that have been carried out would be detrimental to the interests of our communities.

Finally, a thorough independent financial analysis needs to be performed by qualified
 independent parties to ensure that the taxpayers are not stuck with the bill.

mailto:alventoso@gmail.com
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I urge you to do what you can to stop this madness. At a minimum, the project should be put
 on hold. In the absence of any further independent evaluations, the project should be
 canceled.

Alfonso L. Ventoso
7837 SE Bighorn Drive
Hobe Sound, FL 33455



From: Dee deWaal
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All ABOARD FLORIDA - COMMENTS -
Date: Saturday, September 27, 2014 11:25:43 AM

LOW RAILWAY BRIDGE STUART -North & South St. Lucie River has multiple yacht
 clubs & private homes on the river with large boats -  plus moorings for seasonal
 visitors. These folks want to get out to the ocean quickly ---- 

What about the boat traffic from the west coast of Florida through the St. Lucie
 Locks?

I know there was a law that boaters had the right of way.  What  Happened???

mailto:dee1misty@comcast.net
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From: Susan White
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida - Copy of letter to John Winkle at FRA
Date: Tuesday, November 25, 2014 12:23:10 PM

November 25, 2014
 
Mr. John Winkle
Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Avenue SE
Washington, DC 20950
 
Dear Mr. Winkle:
 
I live in Jensen Beach in Martin County on Florida’s Treasure 
Coast. I am adamantly opposed to All Aboard Florida (AAF). It 
will reduce my quality of life. I came here from Northern Virginia
 to live out my retirement years in a quiet, low stress area. Now 
I’m starting to regret that decision. I see AAF as a serious 
detriment to my future quality of life and to my golden years. My
 opinions on key issues follow.
 

1. Biased Draft Environmental Impact Study. The study 
was commissioned by the leaders of AAF. It does not fairly 
represent the effects of AAF on the Treasure Coast. I 
believe the study would have been more realistic, and 
would have had better mitigation plans, if it had been done
 by an objective and independent party with no direct ties 
to AAF.
 

2. AAF leadership integrity? They say they’re not aware of 
issues raised by Martin County residents re: AAF’s request 
for permission to float private activity bonds. How can that 
be true when more than 38,000 Treasure Coast residents 
signed a petition against AAF’s plans, and the FRA held a 
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meeting in Stuart attended by more than 500 people who 
expressed their opinions and objections to the project?
 

3. Overstated passenger traffic estimates. There are 
cheaper and more desirable ways to travel between South 
Florida and Orlando, ways that will become even more 
competitive if AAF is completed. Thus, AAF revenue 
projections should be questioned. Federal funds should not
 be loaned or supplied in any form to this project. 
Taxpayers should not be put in the position of subsidizing 
AAF in the future
 

4. Single track Stuart railway bridge. The bridge must be 
raised to allow east-west boat traffic on the St. Lucie River.
 Additional trains (both passenger and freight) will cause 
boats to be stopped for longer periods of time. This will 
harm our commercial and recreational interests. AAF’s 
plan is to let this 100-year old bridge remain single 
tracked, and to create staging areas to handle the queue of
 backed-up trains.
 

5. Staging trains in Stuart is a bad idea. Proposed staging 
areas appear to be mini railway yards with constant 
commotion, activity, and additional noise. The northern 
staging area is near population; the southern is near 
wildlife. AAF’s solution does not satisfactorily mitigate 
these negative impacts.
 

6. Downtown Stuart business will suffer & traffic will 
worsen. The City of Stuart has an historic and quaint 
downtown. AAF tracks run through a busy intersection 
called Confusion Corner, so named due to a convergence of
 4 roads in the busy downtown and the confusion this 
poses to drivers and pedestrians. Adding trains (passenger 
and freight) will exacerbate the confusion, especially when 
our population swells during the winter season. This will 
make the historic downtown less desirable to visit and 
could threaten the viability of many small businesses. AAF 
should move trains west toward central Florida where 
tracks already exist, where population density is far less, 
and where businesses will not suffer. AAF is not planning 
passenger stations from West Palm Beach to Orlando, so 
they would not be losing passengers by using a western 



route.
 

7. Downtown Jensen Beach will suffer. Jensen Beach also 
has a quaint and historic downtown, smaller than Stuart. 
The commercial downtown is one block long with a traffic 
rotary at the end crossed by AAF tracks. It’s painful to 
imagine high speed passenger and additional freight trains 
barreling through our tiny town, not to mention the 
resultant safety issues. Train noise and vibration in such a
 close and confined area will be devastating to downtown 
businesses. Shops, restaurants, the bank, hotel, and 
numerous arts and crafts boutiques will all be severely 
impacted. Patrons are sure to dwindle and profits destined 
to fall. Customers will not tolerate the disruptive effects of 
the trains barreling through, and they will take their 
business elsewhere.
 

8. Pedestrian & wildlife safety. AAF tracks in Martin County
 pass through some densely populated and wildlife 
protected areas. The corridors are not contained for the 
most part. The speed of AAF passenger trains is proposed 
to approach 110 mph. This means that pedestrians 
crossing the corridor--and wildlife in the corridor--will have
 much a greater risk of injury than with freight trains 
travelling at 60 mph. The AAF plan does not satisfactorily 
mitigate this risk.
 

9. Substantial increase in train noise & vibration. 
Currently I hear freight trains passing within 3-4 miles of 
my home at all times of the day and night. Horns blare, 
and the machinery creates a rumbling noise with 
vibrations. Thirty-two passenger trains daily, travelling up 
to 110 mph, will increase these health stressors. 
Directional horns may mitigate some noise to my ears, but 
what about the noises and vibrations emanated by train 
machinery? Noise and vibration technologies are not being 
used effectively in the AAF plan, in my opinion.
 

10. Crossing delays can be life-or-death situations. AAF’s 
tracks run north and south here. This effectively stops east
 and west travel when trains are present at crossings. 
Emergency personnel are prevented from travelling east 
and west when trains are present. Fire Rescue personnel 



say that ‘seconds count’ in most emergency situations. 
Additional passenger (and freight) trains will impede their 
progress in reaching hospitals, fires, and other life-
threatening incidents. Fast passenger trains can reduce 
crossing down times, but backed-up trains from staging 
areas that follow in each other’s footsteps will increase 
crossing congestion and down times. AAF’s plan to 
schedule trains from staging areas will lead to extended 
delays at crossings. This is not a solution that we should 
have to accept.

 
Sincerely,
 
Susan White
2021 NW Windemere Dr
Jensen Beach, FL 34957

Stationery, a Yahoo Mail and Paperless Post collaboration

https://overview.mail.yahoo.com/features/stationery


From: MARJORIE L. ALEXANDER
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida - development thru Stuart Florida
Date: Saturday, October 11, 2014 3:18:45 PM

October 10,2014
 
Dear Sirs,
 
I live 150' from the FEC railroad in Hobe Sound. The proposed expansion will affect
 me directly. It does not make any sense to run the line here. There is already a right-
of-way west of Stuart, the CSX tracks. The CSX tracks are not as well cared for as
 the FEC tracks. This should not have any effect on the decision of the new
 installation because they will be putting in new tracks for AAF. I have ridden the train
 to New Jersey a number of times and there is not much to disturb there.
 
I don't have any idea where you are going to get the passengers that will use this line.
 
I also think that this is just another way to get money from the taxpayers.Then you
 can walk away when the railroad fails.
 
Marjorie L. Alexander
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From: Nichols, Nancy
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: Falls, Monte; Coment, Wayne; O"Connor, Jim; "dreingold@ircgov.com"
Subject: All Aboard Florida - Draft EIS Comments
Date: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 2:02:50 PM
Attachments: AAF DEIS Comments_City of Vero Beach FL.pdf

Mr. Winkle:
 
Please find attached comments on the referenced DEIS from the City of Vero Beach,
 FL. 
 
 
Nancy T. Nichols
Senior Administrative Assistant
City of Vero Beach
Public Works Department
nnichols@covb.org
(772) 978-4872
 
 

Please Note: Florida has a very broad Public Records Law. Most written communications to or from State and Local Officials and
 agencies regarding State or Local business are public records available to the public and media upon request. Your email
 communications, including your email address, may therefore be subject to public disclosure.
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From: Nichols, Nancy
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: Falls, Monte; O"Connor, Jim
Subject: All Aboard Florida - Draft Environmental Impact Statement (City of Vero Beach)
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 1:47:01 PM
Attachments: Addl DEIS Comments_City of Vero Beach_Dec 01 2014.pdf

Mr. Winkle:
 
Attached are additional comments from 3 local groups that we would like to have
 included with our previously submitted comments. 
Please contact Monte Falls, Public Works Director, at (772) 978-4870 if you have any
 questions.
 
 
Nancy T. Nichols
Senior Administrative Assistant
City of Vero Beach
Public Works Department
nnichols@covb.org
(772) 978-4872
 
 

Please Note: Florida has a very broad Public Records Law. Most written communications to or from State and Local Officials and
 agencies regarding State or Local business are public records available to the public and media upon request. Your email
 communications, including your email address, may therefore be subject to public disclosure.
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DATE:  November 5, 2014 
To:   Federal Railroad Administration 
FROM:  Penny Chandler, President 


Indian River County Chamber of Commerce 
   1216 21st Street 
   Vero Beach, FL 32960 


772-567-3491 
   director@indianriverchamber.com  
RE:  Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
PROJECT: “All Aboard Florida” 
 
Overall DEIS review summary and comments: After review of the DEIS for 
All Aboard Florida (The Project), we believe it is inadequate. The information 
regarding Indian River County, Florida and its communities that will be impacted 
by All Aboard Florida – Sebastian, Gifford, Vero Beach as well as the county 
along or near the railroad is incomplete. 
 
Support information and appendices are missing from the report. Reputable 
local historians and cultural heritage experts from Indian River County were 
never contacted.  The DEIS attempts to pass off contacts used in the southern 
portion Phase 1 of the project (Palm Beach to Miami) as representing and 
commenting on Indian River County. This is unacceptable, the representation is 
inaccurate, and the study not at all reflective of our cultural heritage information. 
 
The document is inadequate in addressing primary concerns of the project on 
our cultural heritage sites, mitigation during demolition and construction of the 
San Sebastian Bridge, wildlife, social justice and the treatment of the Gifford 
community, and businesses. Many of the assumptions made in the DEIS are 
unsupported. Some statements in the report are in conflict with statements 
made in other parts of the report. Some of what is in the report does not match 
what has transpired in discussions with All Aboard Florida representatives in our 
community. For instance, the Gifford community was not told about the impacts 
the All Aboard Florida project will have in their community. 
 
Indian River County is a “Donor” county to this All Aboard Florida project. There 
are no direct positive economic benefits to Indian River County, Sebastian, 
Florida, or Vero Beach, Florida and including the Gifford community.   
 
The Indian River County DEIS community meeting held on November 5, 2014 
at the Indian River State College, Mueller Center was a representation of those 
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items that All Aboard Florida desired to discuss and not necessarily those items 
of critical importance to the members of the Indian River County community. 
The project maps that were displayed by Federal Railroad Administration at this 
community meeting did not even have the names of the towns in Indian River 
County that will be impacted by All Aboard Florida project! For the record, those 
towns are Sebastian, Florida and Vero Beach, Florida. 
 
Photo of map on display at public meeting is shown below: 
 


 
 
 
 
We urge that the Federal Railroad Administration, the All Aboard Florida 
consulting firm, and All Aboard Florida principals Final EIS incorporate 
provisions that will address the issues outlined in this DEIS response document 
and in every other DEIS response document provided by all agencies, 
organizations, individuals, and governments in Sebastian, Florida, Vero Beach, 
Florida and Indian River County, Florida. 
 
 


COMMENTS AND CONCERNS 
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From the Summary 
S-18 last paragraph, states that “The Project will not adversely affect (“use”) 
and public parks, recreation areas, or wildlife refuges. Collectively, these 
properties are protected under Section 4(f) of the department of transportation 
Act, as are historic properties.” On page S-19 the text continues stating that 
“The existing N-S Corridor bisects two of these Section 4(f) recreation 
resources” and names “Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge and Jonathan 
State Park.”   
RESPONSE: It fails to recognize that historic Pocahontas Park, the 
Heritage Center and the Vero Beach Community Center which are all 
located in an historic park. The document does not include any input from 
local authorities at Indian River County, Sebastian or City of Vero Beach. 
 


• How will the consulting group address the obvious lack of 
communication with the Cities of Vero Beach and Sebastian, Indian 
River County government and local knowledgeable organizations 
and individuals? 


 
S-19 Visual and Scenic Resources states that “veiwsheds along “N-S Corridor 
would remain primarily unchanged.”  
RESPONSE: This area of the document addresses mostly those areas 
along SR528 while barely noting the railway immediately adjacent to US 1 
that runs from Titusville (in Brevard County) through Wabasso (in Indian 
River County).  
 
See map and information below and on next page of Indian River Lagoon 
National Scenic Byway which was taken directly from U.S. Department of 
Transportation, Federal Highway Administration website for “America’s 
Byways. According to this U.S. Department of Transportation website: 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/byways/byways/16199/maps 


Indian River Lagoon National Scenic Byway 
National Scenic Byway • Florida 


Length 150.0 mi / 241.4 km 
Time to Allow Take four hours to drive or two days to enjoy the byway. 


Fees 
There are no fees to drive the byway; however, some of the state and 
federal lands charge park fees. 


The Indian River Lagoon National Scenic Byway gives access to a National Estuary 
providing habitat to more species than anywhere in North America. History buffs, bird 
watchers, anglers, surfers, swimmers, boaters, and vacationers will find excitement at a 
national seashore, wildlife refuges, state park, museums, the Kennedy Space Center, 
beaches, and waterways. 
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Continued Response: Our County’s economy is deeply rooted in a thriving 
eco-tourism industry.  The Indian River Lagoon is a tourism generator 
from activity on the lagoon itself to the Scenic Byway mentioned here. 
According to Florida Atlantic University Harbor Branch, the lagoon 
“stretches along 40% of Florida’s east coast and yields an estimated $3.7 
billion annual economic impact for the state.”  


• All of the above information should be included in the EIS. 
• “viewshed” impacts should be acknowledged and mitigation named. 


 
Section 4:  Affected Environment  
Land Use and Transportation 
Section 4 Appendices have been omitted from the DEIS. 


• Why?  
• How will this be corrected?  
• Public opinions on certain sections are difficult to make without 


appropriate support information. 
Omitted appendices: 


• 4.1.1-A Existing land use maps 
• 4.1.3-A USCG cooperating agency acceptance 
• 4.1.3-BUSCG jurisdictional determination 
• 4.1.3-C Navigation discipline report 
• 4.2.4-A Potential contaminated sites aerial photographs 
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• 4.3.1-A USCG Coordination meeting notes August 12, 2013 
•  4.3.3.-A Characteristic plant species 
• 4.3.5-A EFH assessment 
• 4.3.6-A Rare species survey reports rare species consultation areas 
• 4.4.2-A Minority populations 
• 4.3.6-B Poverty populations 
• 4.4.5-A SHPO consultation materials 
• 4.4.5-B Cultural resources proximate to the project corridor 
• 4.4.6-A Noise and vibration contours  


 
Physical Environment 
4.3.3 Natural Environment/Wetlands 
The DEIS does document direct and indirect impacts to wetlands, protected 
species, and habitats. 
RESPONSE:  However,  


• the DEIS is inadequate for proper review because no N-S Corridor 
FLUCCS maps or habitat and wildlife impact area maps were 
provided at a proper scale to verify conflicts between the proposed 
railroad improvements and the habitat type or associated species.   


• There was no wetland maps shown to verify were track expansions 
and passing lanes would conflict with isolated wetlands. 


 
4.4.5 Cultural Resources 
Table 4.4.5-2 Certified Local Government/Local Informant Contacts Regarding 
Potentially Locally Designated Cultural Resources.  
RESPONSE:  


• No one from the public or private sector in Indian River County, City 
of Sebastian or the City of Vero Beach was contacted for 
information regarding cultural resources.  


• County authorities were completely overlooked. 
• This table names Brevard, St. Lucie and Palm Beach County only.  
• This is incomplete and inadequate information. 
• Who will be contacted in Indian River County to provide this 


information? 
• How will the consultants incorporate this information into the EIS? 


 
Further, 4-122 states “Normally, archeological and other below ground 
resources will be affected by ground disturbing activities…” as compared with 
above ground and that survey methods differ because of those differences. At 
the bottom of 4-122 it addresses the N-S Corridor and says” the Area of 
Potential Effect was limited to the footprint of subsurface activities within the 
existing approximately 100 foot wide FECR Corridor. The historic resources 
APE included the N-S Corridor as well as 150 feet on either side of the N-S 
Corridor to allow for consideration of indirect impacts.”  


5 
 







RESPONSE: *Archeological Site Significance:  The Old Vero Ice Age Site 
is west, east and under the FEC tracks. Recent excavations by 
Merceyhurst at a location immediately adjacent to the railroad have 
uncovered meaningful artifacts and information from the “Vero Man” Sites 
that continue to support that people and a large variety of extinct animals 
were in Vero 12,000 to 14,000 years ago. The local continued 
archaeological activities are essential for providing further information 
about the earliest inhabitants of the world as well as Florida.  In the future, 
we believe the positive impact on the scientific community, as well as on 
Florida, Vero Beach and the region, will be profound.  


This archeological site has been found eligible as a national historic site. 
The site will also most likely be considered as a potential World Site as a 
bone etched with a mammoth found near this site and was authenticated 
to be over 12,000 years old demonstrating that humans and animals 
coexisted in Florida during prehistoric times. The art has been declared by 
top anthropologists as the “oldest, most spectacular and rare work in the 
America’s.” 


Other archeological findings have been made at additional sites along the 
FEC tracks going northward from the Merceyhurst site at the Main Relif 
Canal through Gifford (“Gifford Bones” site) and into Sebastian.  


Plans for this AAF project have not been developed to a point where our 
community can comment. As a result, we do not know what impacts there 
will be on specific archeological sites. For instance, there has been no 
bridge plan for the area at the location of the Old Vero Ice Age Site. 


• The “Gifford Bones” site is not addressed or identified. Therefore 
no mitigation is issued. Should be included in the report. 


• Impacts and the mitigation of impacts from All Aboard Florida on 
these areas is not addressed but instead completely overlooked or 
ignored.  Site identification, impacts of All Aboard Florida laying 
added tracks and the additional vibration and mitigation of same 
needs to be noted in the final report. 


• Other sites along the track ridge are known. How will these 
important sites be accessed for archeological study? 


• Sites along the canals and the bridges are at most risk. How will 
these be handled during Phase 2? 


• How do we make further comments about this if the bridge plans for 
the location of this archeological site are not complete and available 
to the public? 


• How will information about the archeological sites in Indian River 
County be included in the EIS? 


COMMENTS 
4.4.5.1 Methodology 
Page 4-124 
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Consultation 
This page recounts meetings between AAF and SHPO. It appears there were 
several determinations established: 


• March 28, 2013 SHPO meets with AAF and determines that the need to 
coordinate with historic preservation planning representatives for the West 
Palm Beach to Orlando phase of the project “was not warranted.”  


• DEIS states that five public “scoping” meetings were held and that those 
meetings “provided adequate opportunity for consultation.” 


• “SHPO determined that no additional separate Section 106 meetings were 
necessary.” 


• Evidently “scoping” meetings were held in other counties but not in Indian 
River County.  And, in Indian River County there were no public notices for 
“scoping” meetings outside our county. 


• Appears the only archeological site identified in the DEIS in the way of the 
Project is located in Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge. 


• We learned that Janus research contacted five CLGs and local informants. 
NONE in Indian River County. We understand these “determinations” went 
on before the DEIS was released. 


 
Response:   Indian River County was completely ignored in this part of the 
process.  Local representation was totally dismissed without further 
consideration or notification to local representatives. There were no 
“scoping” meetings held and no publicly advertised “scoping” meetings in 
Indian River County while there were dozens of such public notices in Ft. 
Lauderdale, Orlando and Miami.  This oversight completely undermines this  
part of the Section 106 (National Historic Preservation Act), Section 4(f) 
Federal Transportation Act, and the EIS process.   


• How will FRA and AAF address and correct this oversight?  
• How will Indian River County be included at this point in the overall 


DEIS process? 
• It appears that, at the highest levels, the "standard" NEPA process 


was somehow mixed with the "integrated" method.  To our 
knowledge, this is the first time this has been done. Why? 


• We are very concerned about the lack of outreach to [only] CLGs 
and [certain] local informants and believe this denigrates the DEIS 
process and intent of benchmarked historic preservation 
guidelines.   


 
Section 5:  Environmental Consequences 
Land Use, Transportation and Navigation 


5.1.1 While the DEIS indicates little or no adverse impacts and states that 
Indian River County supports efforts for passenger rail,  
RESPONSE: It does not indicate the passionate opposition Indian River 
County Government, Sebastian City Government, Vero Beach 
Government, and others have for this project which is not simply about 
“passenger” rail service but also to deliver increased freight services and 
the impacts of that freight service on the community.  
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• Indian River County adopted a resolution opposing All Aboard 
Florida and does not believe the Project fits into the planning for 
this community. 


• Indian River County Chamber of Commerce endorses the County’s 
resolution opposing the project. 


 
On page 5-5 the DEIS states “The MCO Segment and N-S Corridor under 


the Action Alternatives would not bisect any privately owned properties…” 
RESPONSE: However, the project will completely bisect the City of Vero 
Beach, its residents and its medical and business services. 


 
On page 5-6, Table 5.1.2-1 regarding grade crossings refers to the highest 


volume intersections in Indian River County at Oslo Road and SR 60 east and 
west.  Page 5-12, Table 5.1.2-4 indicates that passenger rail will travel at 106.6 
mph through Indian River County which includes these 3 highly traveled 
intersections/crossing. Page 5-8 mentions that freight will see an increased 
length in trains but states that there will be “minor” roadway closures and 
“minimal” impacts to existing conditions.  
RESPONSE: These statements fight with one another and it is clear there 
will be significant negative impacts to crossings themselves,  delays in 
traffic due to crossing closures, and significant impacts all of the above 
will have on our residents, public safety equipment, employees, goods 
being transported, school bus and Senior Resource GoLine public bus 
schedules, and visitors traveling east and west in our community. 
 
Although the DEIS is triggered only by the All Aboard Florida passenger 
rail request for a RIF loan, the DEIS does note that FEC freight traffic (once 
the FEC line is double-tracked and the Panama Canal is opened) will 
increase.  Vibration levels as indicated in the Table 5.1.2-4 clearly state 
that current number of freight is 22 per day traveling at 54.2 mph and the 
proposed passenger will be 32 trains per day t(to start) at 106.6 mph. 


• The vibration issue should reflect the identification of the additional 
freight and mitigation measures should be identified. 


 
Senior Resource Association public bus GoLine:  Increased rail crossing 
closures may present an obstacle in adhering to transit schedules.   


• Will FEC and All Aboard Florida be required to coordinate with all 
public and private local fixed route providers in the corridor to 
minimize these impacts?  


 
48% of Indian River County population is over the age of 50.  Increased rail 
crossing present a concern for this population to be on time for medical 
appointments.  There is an added risk component to rail crossing since 
the horns will be on a static pole with reduced horn sound.  Individuals 
with decreased hearing abilities and other handicaps will be at a greater 
risk in an attempted crossing when a train is approaching.  
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• How will this disability issue be handled by AAF? There is not 
mention in the DEIS.  


 
Physical Environment 
5.2.2 Noise and Vibration 
Page 5-39 states there will be “minor vibration impacts along the N-S Corridor 
due to the increase (approximately doubling) of vibration events as a result of 
adding passenger train service to the existing freight operations.” 
RESPONSE:  This is not accurate. Existing freight today is 8-10 trains 
daily. Add to 32 proposed N-S passenger trains totals 40-42 trains daily. 
Table 5.1.2-4 on page 5-12 shows clearly that by 2019 there will be 22 
freight trains daily. That does not even consider the number of trains 
following the opening of the Panama Canal and even more trains to 
accommodate the Port of Miami.  


• Using the number reflected in Table 5.1.2-4 the total trains daily 
would be a minimum of 52 trains (not 42 as stated)  


 
Along the Vero Beach section of the tracks, the Indian River County 
Chamber of Commerce has a new (C.O. 2009) 2-story, $1.5 million 
structure used a community visitor center and business center. There are 
also multiple cultural historic facilities/tracts which include the Old Vero 
Ice Age Site (*archeological site), the historic Vero Beach Train Station, 
Heritage center building, and the historic City of Vero Beach electric plant. 
The argument we have heard is that these structures are already impacted 
by train traffic. However, today that traffic is 8-10 trains each day not 42 or 
more which will put additional vibration on these structures. 


• How will new and old structures be impacted by the additional 
vibration from the increased number and length of freight trains as 
projected in the DEIS document? 


As stated above in the 4.4.5 response –  


*Archeological Site Significance:  The Old Vero Ice Age Site archeological 
excavation site is immediately adjacent to the FEC tracks on the east side. 
However, the archeological site itself is east, west and under the existing 
track bed. Recent excavations have uncovered meaningful artifacts and 
information from the “Vero Man” Sites that continue to support that 
people and a large variety of extinct animals were in Vero 12,000 to 14,000 
years ago. The local continued archaeological activities are essential for 
providing further information about the earliest inhabitants of the world as 
well as Florida.  In the future, we believe the positive impact on the 
scientific community, as well as on Florida, Vero Beach and the region, 
will be profound.  


This archeological site has been found eligible as a national historic site. 
The site will also most likely be considered as a potential World Site as a 
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bone etched with a mammoth found near this site and was authenticated 
to be over 12,000 years old demonstrating that humans and animals 
coexisted in Florida during prehistoric times. The art has been declared by 
top anthropologists as the “oldest, most spectacular and rare work in the 
America’s.” 


There are additional documented archeological sites located in the 
northern, northeastern and mid sections of Indian River County. The DEIS 
has not dealt at all with any archeological finds in Indian River County. 
And there have not been contacts made with those in Indian River County 
who are knowledgeable to comment.  


• How will the consultant address the remaining archeologically 
significant sites within Indian River County and describe mitigation 
of damages to those sites? 


• Other response questions on this topic are named in response 
above 4.4.5 


 
Natural Environment 
5.3.6.2 Environmental Consequences 
It is specifically stated that “scrub jay meta-populations were not fully 
evaluated.”  
RESPONSE: Scrub Jays are vulnerable to mortality due to collisions with 
moving vehicles.  This is inadequate for proper review and decision 
making. Habitat loss, incidental take, and mitigation should also have 
been discussed.   


• Why wasn’t this information fully evaluated?  
• It is necessary that the Final EIS and the All Aboard Florida project 


substantively address Scrub Jay mortality and incidental take due 
to collisions with train sets in the Final EIS? 


 
The DEIS relies on mitigation banking for wetland impact compensation.  


• There are not available mitigation banks in all water management 
basins, therefore if there are areas of isolated wetland impacts in 
some areas of the project no mitigation is available as proposed.  


• This is inadequate and lacking in information as presented. 
 
5.3.3 Wetlands 
Page 5-81-91 
This section addresses and identifies wetland governing regulations and 
discusses the types of impacts. Several instances where it states minor or no 
impacts.   
 
 
 
RESPONSE: 
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• The consultant needs to address/confirm available appropriate 
wetland mitigation banks for each wetland type per impact basin 
individually. 


 
5.4 Social and Economic Environment 
Page 5-48 states in the first paragraph that the project will result “in an increase 
in future noise levels and the potential for noise impacts.”  
RESPONSE:  It is our opinion that this will result in increased difficulty to 
maintain and operate businesses efficiently and effectively at or within 100 
feet of all crossings/intersections of the railway. The increased noise and 
vibration will be coupled with additional noises and vibrations from 
sounds emitted from the wayside horns.  


• There are no maps available and no back up provided in the DEIS 
that demonstrate the amount of land owned by FEC. 


 
About 100 yards from the US 1 Ponce de Leon intersection in Vero Beach 
are over 150 residents, mostly elderly who will also be inflicted with noise 
from the wayside horns.  
 
The DEIS further states that “the Project will not displace any businesses (page 
5-127)” and that the “Project would have beneficial regional economic impacts 
from increased economic activity, tax revenues, construction jobs, and 
associated spending.”  
 
RESPONSE:  Economic Impact: 
As an example, the pet store (Cindi’s Pet Center) located at 721 US 1, Vero 
Beach is immediately adjacent to the 7th Street crossing. The shop will 
most likely need to be relocated or will close due to the increased noise 
and vibration impacts on fish, reptiles, birds and dogs. 
 
5.4.1 Communities and Demographics, 5.4.1.1 Environmental 
Cosequences 
Page 5-121 of the DEIS states that “would not result in residential displacement, 
neighborhood fragmentation or loss of continuity between neighborhoods.” 
RESPONSE:   While this statement may be true in 2014, Table 5.1.2-4 
clearly shows an increase to the total number of trains to 54 daily in 2019 
(4 years from now).  This table also shows that the 32 passenger trains are 
moving through Indian River County at speeds over 106.6mph  and freight 
at 54.2 mph in 2019. Of particularly concern are the elderly drivers and 
those who depend on foot or bicycle to cross over the tracks to get to 
medical appointments and go to their place of employment.  


• The argument that the rail line has already been in place and 
creates no changes simply is not acceptable when both the number 
of trains and the speed at which they will travel more than doubles 
by FEC estimates by 2019. Does not compare apples to apples. 


11 
 







• How will these facts presented in the DEIS (above) not change 
neighborhood continuity? 


• What will be the impact on property values and desirability of 
neighborhoods near the tracks? 


 
5.4.1.2 Indirect and Secondary Impacts  
On page 5-123 the DEIS the writer describes population and transit growth in 
South Florida. It goes on to state that All Aboard Florida would be an 
improvement to address roadway congestion and increase the ability to 
transport people between major South Florida cities. 
RESPONSE: This section only addresses issues from West Palm Beach 
through Miami. Statements made in 5.4.1.2 do not reflect the northern 
Phase 2 past of the project.  While this may be true between Palm Beach 
and Miami, it is not at all factual for Brevard, Indian River, St. Lucie and 
Martin Counties. There are no stops in any of these four northern route 
counties. These four counties are “donor counties” with no immediate or 
near-future consideration for any benefit but will encounter tremendous 
loss of mobility, peace and quiet and quality of life with an additional 32-
passenger trains and estimated doubling of freight. 
 
5.4.2 Environmental Justice 
Page 5-123 it is stated that this section describes the potential effects to 
minority and low-income populations Page 5-121 of the DEIS states that “would 
not result in residential displacement, neighborhood fragmentation or loss of 
continuity between neighborhoods.” 
 
RESPONSE: Again, this statement does not hold up and will no longer be 
factual when an additional 32 passenger trains a day are blowing through 
Indian River County at speeds of 106.6mph in 2019. (Table 5.1.2-4)   
 
According to the local history book “Hibiscus City”, When Henry Flagler 
built the rail line there was a dispute with the John T. Gifford family over 
land Flagler wanted for his railroad. To retaliate for the delay of the 
desired rail extension, Flagler’s surveyors named a small labor camp, an 
exclusive Negro community, “Gifford.”  Today, Gifford remain a largely 
non-Hispanic black and low-income population (average annual wage 
$20,373 2012 U.S. Census) with many struggles. The area has maintained 
2 and 3 tracks and is the only area of Indian River County that continues 
to see long delays from stopped trains.  
 
Within yards of the tracks through Gifford are- 


• a number of homes within 50-yards of the tracks,  
• nearby schools,  
• a medical center,  
• and businesses and employment located in close proximity to the 


railroad tracks.  
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The additional passenger and freight trains that are anticipated will have 
an increased negative social impact on this small black community and as 
stated on page 5-48 of the DEIS in the first paragraph – “this project will 
result “in an increase in future noise levels and the potential for noise impacts.”  
 
Representatives of the Gifford Progressive Civic League are very 
concerned about the additional trains, both freight and passenger, and the 
on-going impact this will have on all emergency services to and from their 
small community.  Currently, this area of the county already has more 
than one track and experiences longer delays and trains stopping than is 
experienced in other parts of Indian River County. 
 
Neighborhoods within the Gifford community, and for that matter 
elsewhere in the County, have developed their own “unofficial crossings.” 
A number of school children considered “walkers” cross the tracks to 
attend school in Gifford.  


• How will the DEIS and AAF address these “unofficial neighborhood 
crossings”?  


 
Children have been fascinated with trains and speed for decades. Starting 
with “Thomas the Train” children love trains!  Children within any part of 
our community have grown accustomed to the speed of the local freight 
trains. They can judge their “timing” with approaching freight trains 
moving 35-45 mph. It is a fact that looking down the tracks it is extremely 
difficult for pedestrians to judge how quickly the passenger rail will 
approach going speeds 80-100mph and faster.  
 
There is nothing in the DEIS that we can find that describes how AAF will 
provision for safety in these crossing areas. It is recognized that all areas 
along the tracks can not be fenced.  


• How will AAF accommodate for children and other pedestrians in 
those “unofficial pedestrian crossing” areas? 


 
In order to comply with the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Federal 
desegregation of schools, school districts are divided by zones.  Gifford 
children are bused (long-runs) to accommodate Federal desegregation 
regulations and to raise the numbers of African American children 
attending other neighborhood schools.  This causes a disproportionate 
effect to Gifford students more so than other neighborhoods outside of 
the Gifford community. Intersections at 45th and 49th Streets are of 
concern because the children are bused over these intersections twice 
daily in order to reach their designated out of neighborhood school for 
Federal compliance reasons.  


• What special care will be used by AAF at those intersections to 
mitigate for the possibility of accidents with school buses? 
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5.4.3 Economic Conditions 
While the DEIS page 5-127 says the Project will not reduce municipal property 
taxes that is yet to be seen. The DEIS only addresses properties acquired by 
AAF.  
RESPONSE: Florida East Coast and All Aboard Florida are not in the 
position to determine if property values or property taxes would decrease. 
Property values are driven by the marketplace which will determine what 
the private sector will be willing to pay for properties near the tracks and 
that will have an impact on those privately owned properties. 
 
The DEIS further states that “the Project will not displace any businesses (page 
5-127)” and that the “Project would have beneficial regional economic impacts 
from increased economic activity, tax revenues, construction jobs, and 
associated spending.”  
RESPONSE:  This is a broad and generalized statement in which the DEIS 
consultant is referring to the southern portion Palm Beach to Miami 
segment of the N-S project corridor.  


• This statement does not apply to Martin, St. Lucie or Indian River 
Counties. 


 
There are no stops, no appreciable economic activity, no tax revenues, no 
jobs, and no appreciable associated spending that will occur in Indian 
River County. All increased economic activity and the benefits from such 
activity will occur from Palm Beach to Miami. And all employment from 
additional laying of tracks, in all areas of the project are temporary. 
 
The results of a recent survey of our Chamber of Commerce membership 
shows that- 


• 68% of our businesses believe their business operations will be 
negatively impacted by the Project. 


• 59.4% believe that their customers coming to their business will be 
negatively impacted. 


• 60.3% strongly oppose All Aboard Florida 
 
 “...freight traffic on the FECR (Florida East Coast Railroad) Corridor is predicted 
to increase. FECR operated 24 daily trains in 2006 and had projected growth of 
5-7% between today and 2016. However, due to delays in the expansion of the 
Panama Canal and other factors, it is now expected that freight operations will 
increase from the current number of trains (now 8 to 10 daily) to 20 trains per 
day by 2016, and at a 3% annual growth after 2016.”  
 
RESPONSE: 71% of business survey respondents say the added 32 passenger 
train a day will have a negative impact on our country. 
 
Some comments from our business members- 
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• “If these statistics are accurate I believe it will increase traffic and 
wait times for east/west motorists.” 


• “Rail service is key to the success of any port - you can't move 
boats on land. So I believe that this really is about increases in 
freight. They won't run 32 passenger trains a day if only a dozen or 
so people are on them.” 


• “Traffic to and from my store will be held up numerous times daily 
as the trains pass thru Vero.” 


• “My business property is next to the RR tracks -- Noisy -- distracting 
-- DANGEROUS to allow 100+ MPH train where 55 MPH is currently 
the speed limit. 55 MPH is fast enough.” 


• “Time allowances getting to and from our clients will be negatively 
affected for all outbound business associates.” 


 
As stated earlier- 
RESPONSE:  Economic Impact: 


• As an example, the pet store (Cindi’s Pet Center) located at 721 US 
1, Vero Beach is immediately adjacent to the 7th Street crossing. The 
shop will most likely need to be relocated or will close due to the 
increased noise and vibration impacts on fish, reptiles, birds and 
dogs. 


 
Table 5.4.3-1 Summary of Economic benefits-  
Page 5-128 under Action Alternatives A, C, and E states “The Project would 
increase fede5ral, state, and local government revenues and have other direct 
economic benefits to local populations.” (References Washington Economics 
Group) 
RESPONSE:  


• There are no direct economic benefits to Indian River County.  
• The information in this table is inadequate and does not support a 


“direct economic benefit” at local levels for those counties that do 
not have a stop or long-tern employment relating to the Project. 


• We recommend that the consultant provide a similar table showing 
the DIRECT benefits county by county from “increased economic 
activity, tax revenues, construction jobs, and associated spending” 
as stated on page 5-127 of the EIS. 


 
5.4.5 Public Health and Safety 
This section addresses removing cars from highways i.e. “fewer vehicle crashes 
and fewer air emissions” page 5-131.  
RESPONSE: Our business community survey respondents reported that- 


• 70.1% stated that the Project will create vehicle and pedestrian 
safety issues 


• 63.4% have concerns about emergency services access. 
• 39.4% local ability to deal with potential rail accidents. 
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5.4.5 Cultural Resources 
Page 5-137, bottom of page, states “The Project would have no direct or 
indirect effects (noise, vibration, change in setting) to the historic resources 
located adjacent to the N-S Corridor. It further states, page 5-138, that “All 
cultural resource investigations were conducted in accordance with Section 106 
of the NHPA and its implementing regulations for protection of Historic 
Properties (36CFR part 800).” And ends with “The methodology for the balance 
of the N-S Corridor was consistent with that used in the 2012 EA.”   
Response:  


• The above referenced paragraph describes how the MCO segment 
and the E-W Corridor was addressed by SHPA in consultation with 
FRA. It refers to the EA which was done for Phase 1 West Palm 
Beach to Miami not Phase 2 Martin County through Brevard County.  


• This is inadequate as Pahe 1 and Phase 2 are not equal 
comparisons but very dissimilar. 


 
In Indian River County there are the Old Vero Ice Age Site and other 
archeological sites as already reported. Historic sites including the 
Holstrom property (house and barns), and others. 


• Halstrom property (house and barns) on National Register of 
Historic Places 


• No one from Indian River County was consulted for information. 
• In the “North-South Corridor” info, no mention of sites in Indian 


River County. 
• Appears all communication was with SHPO.  


o Why was no one contacted in this part of Pahe 2? On page 5-
141 it notes Phase 1 of the project from Miami to West Palm 
Beach. 


• Hobe Sound and Fort Capron mentioned but no sites in Indian River 
County. 


• This section is incomplete and inadequate. 
 
Not acknowledged or discussed in the DEIS: 


• Old Town Sebastian Historic District East*  
o on National Register of Historical Places (2003).   


• Old Town Sebastian Historic District West*:   
o on National Register of Historical Places (2004) 


• Why were impacts of vibration, noise, safety, and viewsheds not 
included in DEIS? 


 
Section 6:  4(f) Evaluation 
6.4.2 St. Sebastian River Bridge The applicant indicated the Sebastian River 
Bridge Table 1-1 is located in Brevard County. 
RESPONSE:  The bridge is also partially located in Indian River County 
and will have environmental impacts in Indian River County.  


• Demolition and construction impacts should be addressed. 
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A shell midden site is reported in or adjacent to this bridgehead.  


• How will AAF work in and around this archeological site? 
 
This bridge is determined eligible for NRHP by SHPO 
 
6.4.1.4 Measures to Minimize Harm and Mitigate Impacts 
This section discusses AAF will conduct historic research, prepare an Historic 
American Buildings Survey,  Historic American Engineering Record and consult 
with SHPO prior to demolition.  
 
RESPONSE: The St. Sebastian River is a tributary of the Indian River 
Lagoon. The Indian River Lagoon has for the last several years been the 
issue of highest importance to all the N-S corridor counties from Brevard 
through Martin County. Any construction of new bridges to replace the 
existing historic structures will cause unintended negative ecological 
impact to the San Sebastian waterway and its habitat for fish and other 
wildlife in the vicinity.  Therefore, will have negative impact on the Indian 
River Lagoon.  
 
For the sake of those in our communities who are concerned about 
environmental impacts that will include negative impacts on our eco-
tourism, this section of the EIS should include a detailed description of 
how AAF will mitigate environmental damages to the river bottom, fish 
and wildlife habitats in and around the bridge location and how mitigation 
and minimization of harm will be handled during all phases of bridge 
construction.  
 
Areas of the EIS rely on mitigation banking for wetland impact 
compensation.  There are not available mitigation banks in all water 
management basins. For instance, the eastern part of Indian River County 
is in Basin 22 St. Johns River Water Management District and has no 
freshwater wetland mitigation bank currently operating. There is not a 
currently authorized Basin 22 mitigation bank, and so there are no 
mitigation credits available to offset impacts to freshwater wetlands within 
this basin. 
 
If there are areas of isolated wetland impacts in some areas of the project 
no mitigation is available as proposed.  This is inadequate as presented. 
 
See map inserted below: 


Basin22 .pdf
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This section of the report should reflect that it can reasonably be expected 
that adverse impacts to manatees will result from St. Sebastian River 
bridge demolition/construction, as well as the increased frequency and 
speed of proposed AAF rail traffic.  The C-54 canal (historic West Prong of 
the St. Sebastian River) is a major warm water aggregation area for 
manatees; thus, the bridge site is in an area of high manatee use. The 
DEIS states that during demolition and construction of the St Sebastian 
Bridge, siltation barriers will be used around the construction site that 
would not impair manatee movement.  


• Additional mitigation and caution may be required to allow the 
manatees to access warmer water in the event of cold weather. 


• An aerial overlay should be provided onto the Track Chart 3.3-B4 
• When asked at the public meeting held in Indian River County “how 


will mitigation be described in the final EIS?, the consultant at that 
station indicated “all of this will be addressed in the project 
permitting process.” That means he expects this to bypass the EIS 
and go straight to permitting further demonstrating that the public 
meeting was no more than an FRA dog and pony show. This should 
be addressed in the EIS. 


 
Demolition and Construction Noise: When source levels are greater than the 
thresholds, there are impacts to the organisms. That can be calculated and 
should demonstrate the distances to which those effects may extend.  


• How will noise vibrations via water be addressed and mitigated for in 
regard to damages to habitat and breeding of species of fish and 
breeding within this waterway?  


• What are the statistics of the level of noise and vibration carried from 
the bridge construction areas in the St. Sebastian River into the Indian 
River Lagoon?  


• How will AAF research and accommodate for cumulative sound 
exposure from pile driving noise and vibration during the construction 
of the new bridge?  


• How will AAF determine if noise from the installation of piles has the 
potential to negatively effect fish, turtles, and manatee?  


• How will these source levels be compared to known thresholds?  
• How far will the harmful noise and vibration travel before attenuating 


below threshold values? 
• Please gather information and explain in the EIS: How will rust from the 


demolition will be mitigated? 
 
Section 7: Mitigation Measures and Project Commitments 
7.2 Project Commitments 
7.2.11.1 West Indian Manatee Mitigation Measures 
RESPONSE: This section of the report should reflect that it can 
reasonably be expected that adverse impacts to manatees will result from 
St. Sebastian River bridge demolition/construction, as well as the 
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increased frequency and speed of proposed AAF rail traffic.  The C-54 
canal (historic West Prong of the St. Sebastian River) is a major warm 
water aggregation area for manatees; thus, the bridge site is in an area of 
high manatee use. The DEIS states that during demolition and construction of 
the St Sebastian Bridge, siltation barriers will be used around the construction 
site that would not impair manatee movement.  
 


• What additional mitigation and caution will be utilized to allow the 
manatees to access warmer water in the event of cold weather?  


• How will the manatees be protected from rust and other debris that 
may come from the demolition of the existing bridge structure? 
 


Map clearly shows Manatee Viewing Area - 
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From: Falls, Monte
To: Nichols, Nancy
Subject: FW: TIC response to FRA DEIS
Date: Wednesday, November 26, 2014 2:27:09 PM
Attachments: TIC_draft_to_DEIS.docx


 
 


From: sisustarfish@aol.com [mailto:sisustarfish@aol.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 26, 2014 1:37 PM
To: graves.amelia@gmail.com
Cc: Vonada, Joyce; Falls, Monte
Subject: TIC response to FRA DEIS
 
November 26, 2014
 
 
 
Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Avenue
SE Room W38-311
Washington, DC 20590
 
Attn: John Winkle
 
 
Dear Mr. Winkle:
 
The Indian River Neighborhood Association is a non-profit, non-partisan organization
dedicated to quality of life matters throughout our County.
 
Earlier this year we brought together organizations and local governments
experiencing significant concerns about impacts from All Aboard Florida
which represents the establishment of high speed passenger and expanded freight
rail services proposed to run through our County without stopping.
 
We formed the Train Impact Coalition (TIC) and for your information a list of
participants is included below. Our singular purpose was to protect our
communities from any potentially negative impacts by All Aboard Florida. Our intent
was to do so by inserting our concerns, as allowed by law, into the federal process
which would release the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 
 
The DEIS has now been released.  We have studied it and find it very deficient
identifying impacts to our communities. All our comments are presented in the
attachment.  
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. We look forward to your
response addressing our concerns. Please do not hesitate to contact me for any
additional information.



mailto:/O=CITY OF VERO BEACH/OU=COVB/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ENGR/CN=MFALLS

mailto:NNichols@covb.org
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MISSING APPENDICES 


To fully understand the design and impact upon Indian River County and to provide an accurate response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement the following missing 34 appendices are required:   
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Appendix 4.1.3-A USCG Cooperating Agency Acceptance 
Appendix 4.1.3-B USCG Jurisdictional Determination 
Appendix 4.1.3-C Navigation Discipline Report 
Appendix 4.2.4-A Potentially Contaminated Sites Aerial Photographs 
Appendix 4.3.1-A USCG Coordination Meeting Notes, August 12, 2013 
Appendix 4.3.3-A Characteristic Plant Species 
Appendix 4.3.5-A EFH Assessment 
Appendix 4.3.6-A Rare Species Survey Reports 
Appendix 4.3.6-B Rare Species Consultation Areas 
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Appendix 4.4.5-A SHPO Consultation Materials 
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Appendix 5.2.2-A Noise and Vibration Contours 
Appendix 5.2.2-B Noise Impact Tables 
Appendix 5.2.2-C Vibration Impact Tables 
Appendix 5.2.3-A Farmland Soils, Completed NRCS Forms 
Appendix 5.2.4-A Risk Evaluation Summary Table 
Appendix 5.3.1-A Bridge Crossing Maps 
Appendix 5.3.4-A Floodplain Impacts 
Appendix 5.3.6-A Section 7 Meeting Notes 
Appendix 5.3.6-B Section 7 Consultation Materials 
Appendix 8.1-A NOI 
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Pages 5-39 FREIGHT


On pages 5-39 and thereafter, the Draft EIS makes references to expanded freight traffic with little to no explanation.   A clarification is requested.   


To be credible the DEIS should include estimates for projected speed, length, and crossings per day and per hour for rail lines shared by passenger service and freight transport, including both full and partial capacity.  Any assumptions should disclose the methodology and reasoning underlying the estimates. 


1.2.3 N-S CORRIDOR 


No public official record exists of FECR land ownership, specifically what land is owned immediately contiguous or adjacent to the existing track. 


Without this knowledge there is no way to accurately respond to potential impacts using established parameters and mathematical models.  This information and the final double track design throughout Indian River County is necessary in order to respond to measureable impacts on adjacent properties.


Upon release of such information the process must allow public comment time.  





1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.6 COOPERATING AGENCY


The FRA failed to cooperate with all local governments to gather information. 


The Council on Environmental Quality Regulation requires NEPA analysis and documentation "in cooperation with State and local governments" having jurisdiction by law or special expertise.  


When individual applications were made by the local governments of Vero Beach, Sebastian and Indian River County for "Cooperating Agency" status they were all denied.  This resulted in an absence of local knowledge in the DEIS.  


 


8.1 SCOPING 


No Scoping meetings were held nor advertised in Indian River County and there is no record any effort was made to identify, nor grant status to, any organization in Indian River County for either jurisdictional authority or special expertise.  


This omission excludes correctly identifying, analyzing and mitigating adverse impacts to the natural and human environments in Indian River County and compromises the NEPA process. 
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4 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT   and   5 ENVIRONMENAL CONSEQUENCES   


St. Sebastian River and Bridge


The Army Corps of Engineers fails to identify the southern leg of the St. Sebastian River Bridge in Indian River County.  The entire Bridge is stated to be due for demolition and replaced with 2 new single-track bridges. 					


This Bridge crosses over the St. Sebastian River which flows entirely into Indian River County making its way into the St. Sebastian River State Park. The North Sebastian Conservation Area is immediately south. 


These are all environmentally sensitive waters and adjacent lands, home to endangered and protected species of flora and fauna and ecologically important wetlands. The waters from the Indian River Lagoon flow into this waterway.


These sections also neglect study of climate change-sea level rise on this waterway and bridge and no identification of impacts due to demolition and construction. 


The DEIS fails to include a proper analysis of the St. Sebastian Bridge, the underlying waterway or the endangered species.  Due to this omission, it is requested that the FRA issue a supplemental EIS on the referenced issues. 





4.4.1, 4.4.2, 5.4.1,5.4.2 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 


The DEIS fails to address the fact the current railroad tracks run through the minority community of Gifford which existed well before the tracks were placed.  


Local knowledge states there are adults walking and bicycling across the tracks going to and from work.  There are parents with children walking across the tracks going to and from school and the stores. And local knowledge reveals a history of adverse events due to crossing closures when critically ill individuals were unable to be transported by members of their community for acute medical care on the other side of the tracks. Local knowledge will also identify a well in near proximity to the tracks and which is used by local residents to draw drinking water.  


Federal de-segregation rules apply. The School District advises additional crossing closures will require disproportionately longer bus routes for Gifford students.


The DEIS contains no local knowledge. Such knowledge should be identified and incorporated into a supplemental DEIS to comprehensively identify and analyze impacts from the addition of high speed passenger rail and expanded freight service.  There must also be consideration of alternatives and long-term benefits.  


			           	-3-





4.1,4.2, 4.4, 5.1, 5.2, 5.4 SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 


As proposed, there are no planned stops in Indian River County and high speed passenger and expanded freight service will be maintained along the length of the tracks from the northern to the southern borders. These trains will cut through or travel adjacent to specific land uses which include but are not limited to residential, retail, commercial, historic and medical zonings.  


The DEIS fails to identify and analyze impacts such as noise, vibration, vehicular travel interruption and construction with respect to such areas and their property values, real estate taxes, business vitality and employment factors. 


No benefit to Indian River County has been identified, no alternatives are considered.  To be credible the DEIS must identify and analyze such impacts and include consideration of alternatives and benefits.   


					


5.4.1 COMMUNITIES  


There is scant mention of the N-S Corridor in Indian River County and no acknowledgement of the various communities adjacent to the current rail tracks. 


Residential areas and facilities such as medical centers and retail businesses are in close proximity and often separated by the current rail tracks. The DEIS completely ignores identification of potential disrupters or fragmentation in these areas due to the addition of high speed passenger and expanded freight rail services. 


Maintaining the integrity of such areas needs identification and analysis with specific attention to the fact there will be more impact with more rail services.  The DEIS lacks such study.    


A credible analysis should include alternative considerations and long term benefit. 


					


5.4.4 PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY


The DEIS is deficient identifying threats to the local communities.


There is no record of accidents to include the transport of hazardous and nuclear materials, no history of crossing incidents, no statement of pedestrian incidents and no log of variable crossing closures with incident.   


There is no analysis of the ability of Law Enforcement, Emergency Management and Fire-Rescue to respond to critical situations. 


The foregoing should be documented and analyzed to provide a remedy to eliminate any threat to the public well-being and the DEIS should incorporate this information.
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5.4.5 CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES  


Significant historical sites in Indian River County lack any mention in the DEIS. Such sites are immediately within the rail corridor and document 13,000 years of human presence in the area. Examples are the Vero Man Ice Age and the Gifford Bones Sites.       


The DEIS also neglects to mention the Sebastian District which lists many historical sites and the historic Vero Beach Crestlawn Cemetery, all adjacent to the rail tracks. They are among the many local sites alongside the existing tracks which are listed or potentially eligible in the National Register. Additionally, the Vero Man Ice Age Site may soon be considered a World Site.


Impacts such as noise and vibration must be considered and analyzed before any additional rail service is contemplated. Refer Section 106 NHPA, Section 4.f FDTA	


Parks and Recreation Resources exist throughout Vero Beach, Sebastian and the County with some immediately in the rail corridor. 


The DEIS must identify these historic and cultural resources. There must be appropriate action to assure they will not be negatively impacted with the expansion of rail services. 


																	~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~                                     


In summary, the DEIS fails to identify impacts to the natural and human environments in Indian River County.  


By doing so the document is prevented from addressing analysis of alternative projects with consideration of beneficial outcomes.   


The DEIS must be supplemented, as referenced in the foregoing commentary, in order to present a comprehensive analysis in accordance with NEPA guidelines.  


[bookmark: _GoBack]
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Sincerely,
 
Honey Minuse, Chair Executive Committee,
 Indian River Neighborhood Association
        27 Starfish Drive
        Vero Beach, Florida 32960
 
cc: Army Corps of Engineers
 
 
 
 
The following is a list of participants in the Train Impact Coalition (TIC), Indian River
County Florida:
 
Penny Chandler, Indian River County Chamber of Commerce
Beth Mitchell, Sebastian Chamber of Commerce
Gifford Progressive League, Joe Idlette III
Ruth Stanbridge, Indian River County Historical Society
Vicky Gould, Main Street Vero Beach
Randy Old, Vero Man Ice Age Site
Sandra Rawls, Vero Man Ice Age Site
Bill Aufiero, Vero Man Ice Age Site
Rebecca Rickey, Heritage Center
Nick Schaus, Barrier Island liaison (IRNA)
Robert Schaedel, Architect
Judy and Jim Gallagher, Sebastian Property Owners Association
Carol Barry, Sebastian liaison (IRNA)
David Hunter, Barrier Island liaison (IRNA)
Mary Kiernan, Sebastian liaison (IRNA)
Karen Disney-Brombach, Indian River County School Board elected official
Jane Schnee, Friends of St. Sebastian River
Tom Gruber, Engineer
Buzz Herrmann, Friends of St. Sebastian River
Jeff Luther, Indian River County Sheriff's Department
Barbara Hoffman, Cultural Council
Sam Zimmerman, Indian River County Planning and Zoning Commission Chair
Bill Cannon, Canaveral Groves
John Debus, Treasure Coast Progressive Alliance
Sue Olson, Micco Homeowners Association
Chelle Woods, Micco Homeowners Association
Jan Black, Micco Homeowners Association
Andrea Coy, Sebastian, City Council Member
Joe Griffin, Sebastian City Manager
Frank Watanabe, City of Sebastian
Cynthia Watson, City of Sebastian
Peter O'Bryan, Indian River County, County Commissioner







Dylan Reingold, Indian River County, County Attorney
Kate Cotner, Indian River County, Assistant County Attorney
Amelia Graves, Vero Beach, City Council Member
Jim O'Connor, Vero Beach City Manager
Monte Falls, City of Vero Beach
Dan Dexter, City of Vero Beach
Dan Lamson, Executive Director, Indian River Neighborhood Association
Honey Minuse, Indian River Neighborhood Association  
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Pages 5-39 FREIGHT 


On pages 5-39 and thereafter, the Draft EIS makes references to expanded freight 
traffic with little to no explanation.   A clarification is requested.    


To be credible the DEIS should include estimates for projected speed, length, and 
crossings per day and per hour for rail lines shared by passenger service and freight 
transport, including both full and partial capacity.  Any assumptions should disclose the 
methodology and reasoning underlying the estimates.  


1.2.3 N-S CORRIDOR  


No public official record exists of FECR land ownership, specifically what land is owned 
immediately contiguous or adjacent to the existing track.  


Without this knowledge there is no way to accurately respond to potential impacts using 
established parameters and mathematical models.  This information and the final 
double track design throughout Indian River County is necessary in order to respond to 
measureable impacts on adjacent properties. 


Upon release of such information the process must allow public comment time.   


 


1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.6 COOPERATING AGENCY 


The FRA failed to cooperate with all local governments to gather information.  


The Council on Environmental Quality Regulation requires NEPA analysis and 
documentation "in cooperation with State and local governments" having jurisdiction by 
law or special expertise.   


When individual applications were made by the local governments of Vero Beach, 
Sebastian and Indian River County for "Cooperating Agency" status they were 
all denied.  This resulted in an absence of local knowledge in the DEIS.   


  


8.1 SCOPING  


No Scoping meetings were held nor advertised in Indian River County and there is no 
record any effort was made to identify, nor grant status to, any organization in Indian 
River County for either jurisdictional authority or special expertise.   


This omission excludes correctly identifying, analyzing and mitigating adverse impacts 
to the natural and human environments in Indian River County and compromises the 
NEPA process.  
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4 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT   and   5 ENVIRONMENAL CONSEQUENCES    


St. Sebastian River and Bridge 


The Army Corps of Engineers fails to identify the southern leg of the St. Sebastian River 
Bridge in Indian River County.  The entire Bridge is stated to be due for demolition and 
replaced with 2 new single-track bridges.       


This Bridge crosses over the St. Sebastian River which flows entirely into Indian River 
County making its way into the St. Sebastian River State Park. The North Sebastian 
Conservation Area is immediately south.  


These are all environmentally sensitive waters and adjacent lands, home to endangered 
and protected species of flora and fauna and ecologically important wetlands. The 
waters from the Indian River Lagoon flow into this waterway. 


These sections also neglect study of climate change-sea level rise on this waterway and 
bridge and no identification of impacts due to demolition and construction.  


The DEIS fails to include a proper analysis of the St. Sebastian Bridge, the underlying 
waterway or the endangered species.  Due to this omission, it is requested that the FRA 
issue a supplemental EIS on the referenced issues.  


 


4.4.1, 4.4.2, 5.4.1,5.4.2 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE  


The DEIS fails to address the fact the current railroad tracks run through the minority 
community of Gifford which existed well before the tracks were placed.   


Local knowledge states there are adults walking and bicycling across the tracks going to 
and from work.  There are parents with children walking across the tracks going to and 
from school and the stores. And local knowledge reveals a history of adverse events 
due to crossing closures when critically ill individuals were unable to be transported by 
members of their community for acute medical care on the other side of the tracks. 
Local knowledge will also identify a well in near proximity to the tracks and which is 
used by local residents to draw drinking water.   


Federal de-segregation rules apply. The School District advises additional crossing 
closures will require disproportionately longer bus routes for Gifford students. 


The DEIS contains no local knowledge. Such knowledge should be identified and 
incorporated into a supplemental DEIS to comprehensively identify and analyze impacts 
from the addition of high speed passenger rail and expanded freight service.  There 
must also be consideration of alternatives and long-term benefits.   
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4.1,4.2, 4.4, 5.1, 5.2, 5.4 SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONDITIONS  


As proposed, there are no planned stops in Indian River County and high speed 
passenger and expanded freight service will be maintained along the length of the 
tracks from the northern to the southern borders. These trains will cut through or 
travel adjacent to specific land uses which include but are not limited to residential, 
retail, commercial, historic and medical zonings.   


The DEIS fails to identify and analyze impacts such as noise, vibration, vehicular travel 
interruption and construction with respect to such areas and their property values, real 
estate taxes, business vitality and employment factors.  


No benefit to Indian River County has been identified, no alternatives are considered.  
To be credible the DEIS must identify and analyze such impacts and include 
consideration of alternatives and benefits.    


      


5.4.1 COMMUNITIES   


There is scant mention of the N-S Corridor in Indian River County and no 
acknowledgement of the various communities adjacent to the current rail tracks.  


Residential areas and facilities such as medical centers and retail businesses are in 
close proximity and often separated by the current rail tracks. The DEIS completely 
ignores identification of potential disrupters or fragmentation in these areas due to the 
addition of high speed passenger and expanded freight rail services.  


Maintaining the integrity of such areas needs identification and analysis with specific 
attention to the fact there will be more impact with more rail services.  The DEIS lacks 
such study.     


A credible analysis should include alternative considerations and long term benefit.  


      


5.4.4 PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 


The DEIS is deficient identifying threats to the local communities. 


There is no record of accidents to include the transport of hazardous and nuclear 
materials, no history of crossing incidents, no statement of pedestrian incidents and no 
log of variable crossing closures with incident.    


There is no analysis of the ability of Law Enforcement, Emergency Management and 
Fire-Rescue to respond to critical situations.  


The foregoing should be documented and analyzed to provide a remedy to eliminate 
any threat to the public well-being and the DEIS should incorporate this information. 
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5.4.5 CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES   


Significant historical sites in Indian River County lack any mention in the DEIS. Such 
sites are immediately within the rail corridor and document 13,000 years of human 
presence in the area. Examples are the Vero Man Ice Age and the Gifford Bones 
Sites.        


The DEIS also neglects to mention the Sebastian District which lists many historical 
sites and the historic Vero Beach Crestlawn Cemetery, all adjacent to the rail tracks. 
They are among the many local sites alongside the existing tracks which are listed or 
potentially eligible in the National Register. Additionally, the Vero Man Ice Age Site may 
soon be considered a World Site. 


Impacts such as noise and vibration must be considered and analyzed before any 
additional rail service is contemplated. Refer Section 106 NHPA, Section 4.f FDTA  


Parks and Recreation Resources exist throughout Vero Beach, Sebastian and the 
County with some immediately in the rail corridor.  


The DEIS must identify these historic and cultural resources. There must be appropriate 
action to assure they will not be negatively impacted with the expansion of rail services.  


             
    ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~                                      


In summary, the DEIS fails to identify impacts to the natural and human environments in 
Indian River County.   


By doing so the document is prevented from addressing analysis of alternative projects 
with consideration of beneficial outcomes.    


The DEIS must be supplemented, as referenced in the foregoing commentary, in order 
to present a comprehensive analysis in accordance with NEPA guidelines.   
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MEMORANDUM and LETTER REPORT 
 
Date: November 29, 2014 
 
From: Ruth Stanbridge, Research Historian 
   
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement - All Aboard Florida Project.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Proposed Project.  The following is submitted and specifically 
directed to the Consultation and Cultural Resources of the above DEIS as it relates to the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 and Federal Department of Transportation Act (FDTA) Section 4 (f).  
 


COMMENTS 


From the beginning, the citizens of Indian River County and other Treasure Coast Counties were assured by both 
the Federal Rail Administration (FRA) and All Aboard Florida (AAF) that all concerns would be answered and the 
Draft Environmental Statement (DEIS), when released, would be complete and creditable.   


After reviewing this DEIS over the past few weeks, the determination has to be made that this document is not 
complete and far from creditable.  It is solely lacking in the most basic information and details, especially in the 
identification and discussion of the cultural resources of Indian River County.   


The DEIS Summary is the first indication that there has been no consideration given to cultural resources of Indian 
River County.  There are no acknowledgements of the significance cultural resources or historic districts that are 
located in or immediately adjacent to the FECR Railway Historic District.  There was no text, table, or report in the 
DEIS to note that a true cultural resource assessment has been done for APE of the N-S Corridor.  There is, 
however, a bold statement on page S-18 that says that “The Project would have no direct or indirect effect (noise, 
vibration, and change in setting) in the historic resources located adjacent to the N-S Corridor.”  That statement is 
ridiculous!   


A proper survey and discussion of cultural resources (including archaeological sites) cannot be found in the 
Affected Environment (Chapter 4), or Environmental Consequences (Chapter 5), and is totally missing from 
Chapter 7 (Mitigation and Project Commitments).  That is unacceptable!  
 
Because these resources have not been identified or acknowledged in the DEIS, is it presumed that there are no 
“environmental consequences”?   This DEIS is flawed.  It has created confusion and bewilderment not only for the 
public but for the local governments and cities trying to review the document.  Again, this DEIS is unacceptable and 
a failure of the FRA and their consultants who were tasked to write a complete and creditable document. 
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As early as July 2013, FRA was being assured by AAF and their consultants that SHPO “was comfortable that AAF 
has properly consulted with them and that, at this point, [there are] “no adverse effects” to cultural resources 
from this project." [8 July 2013 letter - 4.4 .5 A2].   Again, this was another bold statement made more than two 
months before the release of the DEIS and months away from the end of the commenting period.    


 


FAILURE TO COMMUNICATE:   


(1) In the letters of March 28, 2013 [4.4.5 A1] and July 8, 2013 [4.4.5 A2] FRA determined “that the 
coordination with local preservation planning representatives used in Phase I was “not warranted in 
Phase II” and that “coordination with local entities was not required …”  


(2) Also,  FRA agreed “not to use the ‘substitution approach’ to streamline the NEPA and NHPA Section 106 
consultation process” which meant that the “standard Section 106” method would be used - 8 July 2013 
letter [4.4.5 A2]  


(3) In these same pre-DEIS meetings, the determination was also made and concurred with at the highest 
level that coordination with local planning representatives was "not warranted" (see page 4-124).   
 


These pre-DEIS letters between FRA, AAF, and SHPO were summarized in the DEIS paragraph on page 4-124 and 
became part of the document.  They also set the stage for what happened in Indian River County and other local 
governments.   


No contacts were made with local government (cities or county), historical or heritage organizations or individuals 
in regard to information or input on cultural resources.  No scoping meeting was held in the County. The City of 
Vero Beach and the City of Sebastian both located along the APE of the N-S Corridor were not contacted.  Neither 
the Indian River County Historical Society nor the Sebastian River Historical Society was asked for information on 
cultural resources.  The planning staff of two Cities and those of Indian River County were never called.  Even the 
County Historian (duly appointed by the Indian River Board of County Commissioners) and who has worked closely 
with the Department of State, Bureau of Historical Preservation, for over thirty years was never asked for 
information. 


SHPO, when contacted on October 15, 2014 by email about these pre-DEIS determinations, responded that “An 
agency official may use the process and documentation required for the preparation of an EA/FONSI or an EIS/ROD 
to comply with section 106 in lieu of the [standard 106 process] if the agency official has notified in advance the 
SHPO/THPO and the [Advisory] Council that it intends to do so”.   


Whatever method was used - the “standard Section 106 process” method or the streamlined and flexible 
“substitution” approach – local public participation and involvement is guaranteed, but FRA’s determinations in 
the early pre-DEIS meetings compromised this coordination and consultation. 
 


(4) Table 4.4.5.2 (page 4-125) – This Table explains that 4 Certified Local Governments (CLG), 1 urban 
planner, and 1 archaeologist were contacted. 
 


The Orlando-WPB Corridor is well over two hundred miles long and runs through 6 counties with a dozen or so 
large and small local city governments, at least another dozen or so planners with each city and county, many local 
historical societies, preservationists, and knowledgeable local people, yet only 6 contacts were made with only 3 
responses?    
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A Certified Local Government cannot be a substitute for “local government”, consulting parties, consulting 
agencies or local preservationists in regards to Section 106.  The urban planner in the St. Lucie County cannot be 
substituted for the urban planner in Indian River County.   FAILURE TO COMMUNICATE! 


FAILURE TO ACKNOWLEDGE CULTURAL RESOURCES:   


(1) In Section 4.4.5 Cultural Resources:  Most of the historical properties and archaeological sites in Indian 
River County located in or immediately adjacent to the APE of the railway corridor were not 
acknowledged, surveyed, or discussed in this DEIS.  These resources were omitted or simply dismissed 
from the Section.  Therefore, no analysis could take place. 


 


The entire Section (pages 4-120-132) was alarming, no detail discussion of historical buildings and structures 
appeared and no cultural resource assessment report was included.  The most shocking was that no recognition 
was given to two National Register Historical Districts in the City of Sebastian that are located in or immediately 
adjacent and on either side of the FECR Linear Historic District.  Not only are these National Register Districts in or 
immediately adjacent to the APE of the N-S Corridor there are over 40 buildings or structures within their 
boundaries with many of them in the APE and several are individual properties potentially eligible or already listed 
on the National Register. 


Throughout the length of the county in or immediately adjacent to the APE of the N-S Corridor, there are a number 
of other single historic properties potentially eligible or already listed on the National Register.   These were not 
acknowledged in any way.  They would fall under Section 106 (NHPA) and will have impacts from noise, vibration, 
and safety issues, yet they are not listed or discussed in the entire document.   


The “three architectural/historical resources” mentioned on page 4-129 of the DEIS are only identified in the 
Tables that follow this statement.  The railroad corridor, the bridge, and a railroad platform are slated for 
reconstruction activities or demolition.  No other cultural resources were listed or acknowledged in the text or 
Tables with the text. 
 
In the separate Appendix 4.4.5-B3 which shows the “proximate” of cultural resources in relationship to the N-S 
Corridor APE, there are some resources identified only by their FMSF#s identification.  There is no refer, no 
discussion, or other acknowledgement of these resources in the DEIS text.  Again, there is no Cultural Resources 
Assessment Report (CRAC) or Table attached to this DEIS.   
 
The DEIS also failed to acknowledge or identify several very important archaeological sites located in or 
immediately adjacent and within the N-S Corridor.  These sites are of major significance and have national 
implications and, even, international importance - unforgiveable!   Another failure of this DEIS. 
 


(2) Archaeological Resources (4-131) – Under this portion of the DEIS only one archaeological site in Indian 
River County is reported in or immediately adjacent to the APE of the N-S Corridor.  This one site is a shell 
midden not evaluated by SHPO while several more archaeological sites in the Corridor were Ignored 
and/or dismissed.   


 
One of those missed is a site in or immediately adjacent to the bridge landing of the St. Sebastian River Bridge 
(FMSF#8BR3062/8IR1569) near Roseland.  This is the St. Sebastian Bridge that will be demolished as part of this 
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Proposed Project.   Again, this site listed on the Florida Master Site File was not acknowledged, surveyed, or 
investigated.   
 
Two sites with major potential were also ignored or dismissed.  Neither the Vero Man site (FMSF#8IR09) nor the 
Gifford Bones site (FMSF#8IR07 and FMSF#8IR08) were mentioned.    Both are potentially eligible for National 
Register status.  
 
The Vero Man site has gained both National and International attention.  In fact, the excavation at the Vero Man 
Site is now going into its second season. The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) is well aware of the 
potential of this site.  Again, this is a total failure of the DEIS in not properly addressing cultural resources along 
the N-S Corridor and not actively coordinating with local government and local people! 
 
 
FAILURE TO ACKNOWLEDGE IMPACTS TO CULTURAL RESOURCES: 
 
In Section 4.2.2 and Section 5.2.2, impacts to cultural resources are discussed.  Unfortunately, this DEIS has 
not recognized or acknowledged these resources (including the archaeological sites) and therefore, 
discussion of the “environmental consequences” and impacts has been limited.  Vibration, noise, and safety 
issues are major concerns. 
 


(1) Table 4.2.2-1 separates noise-sensitive land uses into Categories.  Category I lists National Historic 
Landmarks as one of the “significant outdoor uses”. 
 


In Indian River County there are two National Register Historic Districts and a number of single historic properties 
listed on the National Register or potentially eligible that falls within this Category. These are in or immediately 
adjacent to the APE of the N-S Corridor, but, again, they were not identified, acknowledged, or discussed in the 
text or anywhere in the DEIS document.  They would fall under Section 106 (NHPA) and there will be 
environmental consequences from noise, vibration, and safety issues.  
 
 Located in Pocahontas Park (page 4-141) are two historic buildings which are considered community centers (one 
is on the National Register and another potentially eligible). The Park is listed in Table 4.4.6-2 and is considered 
under Section 4 (f) and Section 6 (f).    The historic buildings are not acknowledged in the Table as part of the Park. 
In fact, their existence is not acknowledged anywhere in the text - only as a FMSF# on Map 45 [4.4.5-B3].   
  
These community centers and Pocahontas Park host hundreds and hundreds of people per day, yet the DEIS failed 
to discuss or acknowledge these buildings and their uses.  In fact, the Park, itself, was misidentified as being owned 
and managed by Indian River County, but Pocahontas Park is a city park in Vero Beach and has been since 1913. 
Impacts from noise, vibration, and safety issues are major concerns. 
 
A historic farmstead consisting of a house museum (listed on the National Register), barns, and a future as an 
educational center was totally dismissed.  There is no mention made of this property in the document.  This 
Farmstead would be considered under Section 4(f) and is a unique property with over 100-acres of conservation 
and preservation land including several rare and endangered species onsite.  Its eastern boundary is located in or 
immediately adjacent to the APE of the N-S Corridor.  Again, this entire historic farmstead with barns was 
omitted from discussion as well as impacts from noise, vibration, and safety issues. 
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(2) The FRA did determine that the N-S Corridor would result in “long-term noise and vibration with adverse 


impacts to residents and properties”. (page 5-39) 
(3) They also determined that “the ground-borne vibration already exceeds the criteria” (page 5-51).   The 


N-S Corridor is consider a “heavily used rail corridor” (more than 12 trains per day) with additional 
impacts if the trains double (FRA 2012a). 
 


Again, vibration, noise, and public safety are major concerns to all the cultural resources in or immediately 
adjacent to the APE of the N-S Corridor.  Since these cultural resources were not acknowledged, recorded, and are 
missing from the DEIS records and since public involvement was non-existence, no adverse impacts were discussed 
or recorded. 


With the only plans – the 30% plans – available, there was inadequate information to review in regards to impacts.  
Sixty percent (60%) plans were requested but NOT provided while the ninety percent (90%) plans will not be 
available until weeks after the DEIS deadline for comments has passed.  Plans at 60% are considered standard in 
any construction project, but for reasons unknown, the FRA and AAF determined that those plans were not 
necessary for this DEIS.   Failure to acknowledge impacts! 


There are no way local governments, owners of these properties, preservationists, and the general public will have 
to accurately address impacts to these resources without information, data, and plans!  Failure to acknowledge 
impacts! 


SUMMARY 


This “reconstruction” proposal by AAF will add “new” modern infrastructure, additional high speed passenger 
trains, and increased freight.  Impacts of vibration and noise to cultural resources were NOT addressed in this DEIS.  
Safety issues in and around these cultural resources were NOT discussed.  This DEIS simply did NOT acknowledge 
or recognized these resources and so they presumed they must NOT exist as far as “consequences” from this 
Proposed Project. (See Cultural Resources, pages 4-120-132 and Table 4.2.2-1- Noise and Vibration – page 4-35) 


But these cultural resources do exist and will be impacted not only by the current Proposed Project, but any future 
increase in rail freight.  This freight issue may rapidly increase “if and when” the passenger service proves to be a 
financial burden. The practical use of this “new” modern infrastructure would then be to return to a freight 
corridor.  History has a way of repeating itself and in 1968 - passenger service was discontinued on the FEC Railway 
and freight increased - so it could happen again!      


What recourse will the public have to address impacts from increased freight when the passenger service 
decreases or is discontinued?   The FRA must find language to add to any final document that will allow the issue 
of substantially increased in freight service to be re-visited and re-evaluated.  
 
CONCLUSION 
 
All Aboard Florida representatives have promoted this Proposed Project to the public as a “restoration”.  This term 
was actually used by one of the agencies, but this is not a restoration.  A “restoration” would “restore” passenger 
service with the trains moving at a slower rate of speed with the original stops “restored” along the way.  Again, 
this is not a “restoration” this is a “reconstruction” with modern tracks, new and upgraded bridges, and NO stops 
at small and restored railroad stations. 
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Whether it is a restoration or reconstruction, there are many local citizens, organizations, and governments along 
this Corridor that are highly displeased and very disappointed with the Federal Rail Administration and how this 
DEIS was handled.  There is also amazement that an Agency with the reputation of the FRA would allow an 
Environmental Impact Statement, so poorly done, to be released, even, as a “Draft” document. 
 
This DEIS does not represent the goals and objectives of Section 106 and Section 4 (f) nor does it adhere to the 
criteria that the Federal Rail Administration or any other Federal government agency must have to move forward a 
Proposed Project of this scope.   
 
The deficiencies in this document are just too much to overcome in an amendment, or, even, in a supplement.  By 
rejecting this DEIS, as it is written, there will be an opportunity to move forward with a “new” document and a 
realistic timeframe that follows the proper and official guidelines.  This will guarantee local governments and the 
public their right to participate from the beginning and not be “allowed” in at the end!  
 
FAILURE TO COMMUNICATE  


 FAILURE TO ACKNOWLEDGE CULTURAL RESOURCES 
         FAILURE TO ACKNOWLEDGE IMPACTS 
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From: Jean Potrzeba
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida - Draft Environmnental Impact Statement
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 1:34:54 PM

I am a resident of Martin County, living about 1/4 mile from the tracks
 where this Intercity Passenger Rail Project is proposed and the Salerno Road
 crossing in Port Salerno.  The impact of this proposed project in Martin
 County are numerous and NOT BENEFICIAL.

The road crossings being closed an additional 32 times a day will cause
 traffic backups and disruption of emergency services, as well as an
 increase in air pollution due to idling cars and increased train traffic.
Navigational hazards will be greatly increased at the St. Lucie River
 moveable bridge.  This is a very narrow channel with current, and
 vessels usually cross one at a time.  This is also a commercial waterway
 for cross state traffic, as well as the only access to the ocean for many
 boat owning residents.  This bridge must be kept open for more than a
 few minutes in order to handle the boat traffic safely.  When the bridge
 is up and the northbound train is waiting, this will back up the
 crossings in downtown Stuart which will create a major bottleneck and
 more noise and air pollution.  I would hope the U.S. Coast Guard who
 is responsible for our waterways will speak up against this proposed
 project.
Merchants as well as residents, like myself will be harmed.  Our quality
 of life and value of our property will diminish dramatically.

This project should never be allowed on the FEC corridor.  Go west or not at
 all.  The projected ridership and value to the residents and visitors to Florida
 are extremely overestimated and will never be realized.  This is just an
 attempt for a select few to make money at the expense of a large group of
 homeowners, boaters and business people.  I hope approval for this project
 is declined.

Jean Potrzeba
4300 S.E. St. Lucie Blvd., #139
Stuart, FL   34997

mailto:jcp_kv@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Bob Ditmars
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida - EIS
Date: Saturday, October 25, 2014 9:34:32 AM

My comments echo the feelings of virtually everyone in our community and those from West
 Palm Beach to Sebastian Inlet.
 
1. The study done as a basis for decision-making was done with bias and should be considered
 for what it is, a demonstration of political bullying of the population. 
2. There is no credible data to confirm the revenue projections, and if it does exist, it should be
 shared with people that will be affected along the current right of way.
3. If the proposition that this is a "passenger" project has merit, there needs to be sufficient
 evidence of the business plan's credibility for it to become reality. We, the people who live
 along the proposed line of travel, doubt that there is enough potential to carry this
 successfully, and we will be paying some of the ongoing costs of maintenance. So if it fails
 we lose financially with no gain at all.
4. Access to the service, if it does come to pass, needs to be provided at no cost to the
 communities along the way.
5. There is grave concern about the safety of our residents. Crossings along the Treasure Coast
 are used heavily, in Martin County alone they will prevent normal activities for most of our
 people with the increase in traffic, both passenger and longer and more frequent freight trains.
6. Two Treasure Coast hospitals are dependent on track crossings to get emergency vehicles
 (and others) to and from the hospitals, one of them is literally across the tracks off A1A.
 There has been NO discussion of these matters with the hospitals to date. This is shameful
 and arrogant.
7. Noise and risk of humans: It's clear that there will be more noise and risk with more
 frequent trains at higher speeds. Quality of life aside, these risks need to be addressed, not
 blown off as they have been. Residents should not have to pay for abatement of either. We get
 no benefit and we should bear no costs should this plan take effect.
I could list even more and am certain that you have heard all of this before.
This is a flawed plan and needs serious dialog. It should be modified, and redirected to a more
 suitable plan.
Thank you,
Robert D. Ditmars
6245 SE Ironwood Cir
Stuart, FL 34997
77-600-5605
 

mailto:ditmarsbob@gmail.com
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From: Niels Stenhoj
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida - environmental impact statement
Date: Thursday, October 2, 2014 10:33:10 AM

To Whom It May Concern
 
I want to express my big concern over the planned high speed train service between Orlando and
 Miami. My concern is not the service itself, but the fact that it will run along the East Coast
 ‘corridor’ – right through many Treasure Coast communities with great impact to not only the
 environment, the quality of life in these communities and towns. If following the proposed route, it
 will cause an enormous loss of value to the property owners, especially those living west o the
 tracks, as the access to the ocean will virtually be eliminated, due to the frequency and length of the
 closing of the railway bridge over the St. Lucie River.
 
Also, the 2x16 high speed trains and the increase in the freight trains will cause ‘havoc’ in downtown
 areas (specifically downtown Stuart), causing long back-ups and delays to motorists trying to get
 from one side of the tracks to the other and might cause severe delays for emergency vehicles to
 reach the hospitals in the area.
 
Finally, running high speed trains through heavily populated areas as Vero Beach, Ft. Pierce, Stuart,
 Jupiter etc, will be a very big danger to the citizens of these towns.
 
The solution is very simple: Move the high speed service to the west of the East Coast communities,
 along the Florida Turnpike or to the tracks already in place in the center of the state.
 
Thanks,
 
Niels Stenhoj
Sewall’s Point

 
 

This email is free from viruses and malware because avast! Antivirus
 protection is active.
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From: Sandy Zeoli
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida - I am against All Aboard Florida"s plans for a high speed rail line between Orlando and Miami
Date: Monday, October 13, 2014 12:07:21 PM

John Winkle
Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Avenue S.E.
Room W38-31
Washington, DC 20590

If you have not already done so, I urge you to visit the Treasure Coast area of Florida,
 specifically Indian River, St. Lucie, Martin, and Palm Beach counties and see for
 yourself where this proposed rail line will go.

You will see for yourself how it runs through small towns that are not set up to handle
 high speed trains.   

You will see for yourself that each time a train passes, it will cut off access between
 residents and emergency responders that can make the difference between
 someone living and dying.

Is there another option for a rail line for those wishing to travel between Miami and
 Orlando (and perhaps in between)?  

Are 16 trains a day in each direction needed or are these a cover to eventually move
 up to freight moving on the tracks with 16 trains a day in each direction?

Have you consulted with high speed rail experts from such countries as Japan and
 France who have experience with this type of transportation and have no interest or
 connection with All Aboard Florida to provide independent analysis of the condition of
 the tracks, where the tracks are, environmental considerations, what type of
 maintenance is required, etc.  

You can deny All Aboard Florida's request to establish high speed rail service
 between Miami and Orlando and I ask that you do so.

Sandra Zeoli
2032 SE Pyramid Road
Port St. Lucie, FL 34952

mailto:sandyy_48@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment




From: Kim Singleton
To: USCGD7DPBPublicComment@uscg.mil; AAF_Comments@vhb.com; John.winkle@dot.gov
Subject: All Aboard Florida - I Do NOT support this project
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 1:40:25 PM

Dear Sirs:

I am a Disney shareholder, and enthusiast.

However, I also live in Port Saleno; a suburb on the south side of Stuart, FL.  The All Aboard
 Florida proposed north-south rail track is about one-quarter mile mile from my home.

The All Aboard Florida project significantly THREATENS the quality of life along the entire
 proposed rail route.  Stuart and Port Salerno are no exception.

As nearly as I can determine, there is NO upside to our community, or any of the others that
 lie along the route between Fort Lauderdale and Orlando. 

Perhaps I've missed something:  perhaps AAF has offered ongoing cash compensation to these
 communities, or has committed to adding intermediate stops, or taken some other action that
 will offset the self-evident social cost of 30+ trains per day.  Otherwise I find it impossible to
 support this project, which seems to be little more than a feeder system for Disney customers
 moving from a cruise-ship to an amusement park.

Until you have spent some time in this community, the effect of 30 more trains per day may be
 hard to imagine.  

a)  In my neighborhood, the fire station is on one side of the tracks; the hospital on the other. 
 The tracks run parallel to the major north-south roadways, so 'outrunning' a train to another
 crossing point is almost impossible.   Residents who need fire or emergency room assistance
 will have no option except to WAIT when a train is passing.

b)  In downtown Stuart, at our aptly named "Confusion Corner" no fewer than six roads
 converge on an intersection, which also has the railroad running right through it.  

c)  The railway crosses the St Lucie Inlet via an old and poorly maintained rail bridge.  When
 this bridge is in use (ie. lowered, for a passing train) there are HUNDREDS of high-end
 sailboats and motor yachts that cannot access the channel to the Atlantic, nor return to their
 safe inland moorings / anchorages.  Is this merely an inconvenience, or will it affect safety? 
 Let's see what happens when a hurricane approaches.

Please do NOT permit this project to move forward on the currently proposed basis.  It simply
 makes no sense for any of the towns along the route, and threatens to destroy some of what
 makes them special.

Thank you for your consideration.

Regards,

Kim Singleton

mailto:kpsingleton@yahoo.com
mailto:USCGD7DPBPublicComment@uscg.mil
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
mailto:John.winkle@dot.gov
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From: Jack Valerio
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida - Miami to Orlando Passenger Rail Service
Date: Monday, September 29, 2014 8:35:23 AM

I am a resident of Martin County who was approached by a resident to sign a
 petition against the new, high-speed rail from Miami to Orlando. I am the kind of
 person who is not quick to jump on the bandwagon just because some people are
 passionate about their point of view. The point of view only becomes my own after
 I research the matter. Unfortunately, despite the many obvious gains our state and
 communities would have should such rail service be available, there is one concern
 that is an overriding one that forces me to oppose the building of this service.
 
There is an intersection in Martin County where the train will cross each day. Had
 the train run just a few times a day, I would understand the inconvenience.
 However, in my reading, I learn that the train will run so many times each day that
 it will be a relatively rare occasion to pass through this intersection without finding
 traffic backed up to allow for the passing. My experience in this wonderful little
 town tells me that there will be many such intersections that will have a significant
 negative impact on the living conditions of some of the residents of Martin and
 probably of other such towns along the route. I have to fully support those who
 oppose the operation of this otherwise excellent passenger rail service.
 
Sincerely,
 
Jack Valerio 

mailto:JackValerio@hotmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Colleen Holmes
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida - Objection
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 10:56:16 AM

I want to express my objections to All Aboard Florida.  Adding 32 high speed trains that go through
 Martin County would cripple the traffic, especially in downtown Stuart which is adjacent to the
 railroad tracks.  The trains would have to slow down to go over the one track bridge that goes over
 the river just past downtown Stuart.  The trains would also block access to the hospital.   I find it
 very hard to believe that there is a need for 16 trains a day to bring people from Miami to Orlando
 and 16 trains full of people going from Orlando to Miami!  I believe this is a ruse to increase the
 number of slower freight trains.  This type of activity belongs on the CSX railroad tracks which are in
 a western rural area.  If this is allowed it could destroy much of our local economy by making access
 to downtown undesirable.  Please do not approve this plan!
 
 
Colleen Holmes
681 NE Zebrina Senda
Jensen Beach, FL  34957
 
  

"The comments and opinions expressed herein are those of the author of this message and may not reflect the policies of the Martin County Board
 of County Commissioners. Under Florida Law, email addresses are public records. If you do not want your email address released in response to a

 public records request do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing." 

 Click here to subscribe to Martin County’s e-Newsletter
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From: Gerri Haas
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: ALL ABOARD FLORIDA --- VOTE NO
Date: Thursday, October 23, 2014 11:15:24 AM

We have a state full of natural beauty which attracts plenty of tourists.  Having a
 speeding train added to the landscape is a definite drawback.  It will cause traffic
 congestion; it's environmentally unsound, etc. etc.  PLEASE STOP ALL ABOARD
 FLORIDA.  Sincerely,  Geraldine Haas (resident St. Lucie Co. Florida)

mailto:gerriandlee@yahoo.com
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From: Carole Townsend
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida - We Must Have Trains!
Date: Thursday, October 9, 2014 5:31:18 PM

My Name: Carole Townsend

My Email: disted2@hotmail.com

My Address:

634 Floyd Bennett Drive, Melbourne, FL 32901

Years ago, Floridians amaneded our Constitution, demanding high speed rail. Florida's
 population is now fourth largest in the country, and that's just residents. It doesn't count the
 student, tourist, or part-time residents. We need high speed rail!

mailto:disted2@hotmail.com
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From: Luis Oliveira
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: "luisrato@bellsouth.net"
Subject: All Aboard Florida & Bridge over New River
Date: Wednesday, November 26, 2014 11:09:30 AM

Dear Mr. Winkle,
 
The increased train activity going over the New River bridge in Fort Lauderdale, will in my opinion
 severely damage the Boating industry. The amount of time the bridge will be closed, will make it
 very difficult for the larger yachts that depend on high tide, to transit the river to and from the
 marinas and boat yards up river. These yachts have to schedule their trips on the river according
 with the high tides, when we add the additional limitations of the increased train traffic it will drive
 yacht owners to other less complicated ports causing the loss of jobs in the Fort Lauderdale area.
There is also the dangerous situation when boats are caught between the down bridges of Andrews
 Ave. and the railroad bridge, the space is limited and to complicate matters even more, there are
 drainage outfall pumps in this area that create a strong sideways current when they come on.
 
In addition these increased boat traffic limitations, have the potential to lower water front property
 values west of the bridge, if ocean access from these properties is limited there will be less demand
 for them and less dock rental demand as well.
 
The other problem the All Aboard Florida train is going to create, is the increased railroad crossing
 closures at Broward Blvd in downtown Fort Lauderdale, it has the potential to create a traffic
 nightmare.
 
We have done and still do great things in this country, why not a tunnel under the New River and
 Broward Blvd.? We have the room and this would solve all the above problems and give a boost to
 the boating industry, due to freer traveling on the New River. I know it is expensive, but it would
 make life a lot easier for all.
 
I do not believe this is a wining business proposition, it makes no sense for a resident in South
 Florida to take the train to Orlando and then have to rent a car there, it will be much more
 expensive than just drive there and I don’t believe there are enough tourists to support it, but I’m
 not an economist.
 
Thank you,  
Luis Oliveira
Fort Lauderdale, FL

mailto:LOliveira@fortlauderdale.gov
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From: Richard
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida (AAF)
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 9:19:46 AM

You have got to be kidding, there is no possible explanation for putting all the public
 at risk by allowing 32 fast trains to transit the Treasure Coast communities every day
 to cow-tow to  special interest groups in Orlando and Miami. Do you really believe
 that the affected communities are that stupid to allow this to happen unchallenged?

There are too many issues stacked against the trains to list but, here are a few that
 everybody are talking about:
- The environmental impacts on noise, air, vibration, water and wildlife
- Disruption at track crossings, bridges and boating access
- Exposure to danger in congested areas - go look at where to trains pass  thru the
 affected communities
- Delays to emergency response teams (fire, police, health care emergencies)
- Financial impacts to businesses located East of the railway - failure to recognize
 why these businesses will lose customers
- Financial impacts to  property values near the tracks as well as those impacted East
 of the tracks on the barrier islands
- Failure to fully appreciate the impacts of the rails on disaster plans (evacuation etc.)
 or the impact of disasters related to train accidents
- Do you need more?

Ask how AFF will actually make a return on investment without requiring public
 assistance. I do not understand the economics of this proposed system. How will
 AFF fill these 32 trains? If there is that much demand you would believe that the
 motor coach business between Orlando and Miami would be booming today. What
 would the effect be on them?

Get real - listen to the people of the Treasure Coast , either cancel this project or
 move it to where it's impacts are minimized. 

Richard B. Ewing
3261 Lakeshore Dr
Ft. Pierce, FL 34949

mailto:ewingrb@comcast.net
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From: bmfloft@yahoo.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida (AAF)
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 10:48:31 AM

I am opposed to AAF as I believe the impact of the project has not been fully vetted. In addition under the current
 plan it will create dangerous conditions in a number of venues in addition to causing traffic delays and in
 convenience to residents.

Brendan Fisk
Jensen Beach

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Nicholas Reynolds
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida (High-speed Passenger Train)
Date: Sunday, November 9, 2014 10:03:32 AM

Regarding AAF, we are completely opposed to this proposal. As residents of Stuart in Martin County, we will bear
 the brunt of AAF (32 high speed trains blasting through our community every day) and receive none of the benefit.

The noise and traffic disruptions will adversely impact the quality of life in our community. We value the relative
 tranquility of Stuart. Do not destroy that which we so appreciate here.

We question the very need and economic feasibility of a high speed train from Miami to Orlando. But if the
 proposal must go forward, let it be constructed west of I-95, where it will impact and offend far fewer residents.

We appreciate the opportunity to offer these comments, and trust they will be seriously considered during the
 decision making process.

Nicholas Reynolds

mailto:nsreynolds8@yahoo.com
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From: doris stamm
To: john.winkle@dot.gov
Subject: ALL ABOARD FLORIDA ...IMPACT ON OUR COMMUNITY
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 3:34:15 PM

I would like to express my serious concerns regarding how the increased rail traffic would
 effect me and my community.  I have lived in Jupiter for 34 years.
 
SAFETY:  I live in a complex on the East side of the tracks where there are 602 condominiums,
 inhabited mostly by older people.  There is a frequent need for emergency vehicles for our
 residents.  Since the vehicles need to cross the tracks and lives often depend on minutes and
 seconds, it would be a life and death situation if the emergency vehicles were delayed by a
 train.  Also in this area is the beach and I frequently see emergency vehicles called to the
 beach area.
Any train delay could cost a life.
 
BRIDGES: Based on the information that I have been able to gather, the bridge in Jupiter,
 where I live is considered unsafe for heavier travel. 
 
TOURISM:  Jupiter is a tourist attraction largely  based upon the accessibility to the Intercostal,
 rivers and access to the ocean.  The inconvenience of having frequent bridge closings would
 seriously curtail the boating industry.  Jobs and businesses could be lost in this area.
 
ADDITIONAL RAIL TRAFFIC:   It is projected that there will be 32 trails per day ... that’s way too
 many but it appears that is just the initial plan.  There has been information circulated that
 there will be more freight coming into Miami and that will also run through our town.
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT:   Many of my friends have homes in nice areas that are close
 enough to the tracks that they can hear and feel the trains.  This hasn’t been a problem since
 there aren’t many trains using those tracks.  Frequent noise and vibration will make living
 there very uncomfortable and will destroy their property value.  I isn’t fair to destroy the lives
 of these people.
 
ALTERNATIVE:  Since you have an interest in employment and adding rail traffic from Miami to
 Orlando at the sacrifice of those who live along the way, It would seem to me that a more
 logical approach would be to build a new track on the west side of the turn pike since there is
 already an uninterrupted span, no cross streets or bridges to negotiate, employment for
 many,
 
TRANSPARENCY:  It appears that stations are already being built for the convenience of the
 new trains yet, here we are, expressing our concerns by the deadline today.  We know that
 there have been many studies and, apparently decisions and there has been little or no

mailto:celebratelife1@comcast.net
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 transpaeency.   I am wondering if our voices will be heard or if anyone cares about the lives of
 those whose lives will be changed forever?
 
Sincerely,
Doris Stamm
300 Ocean Train Way Apartment 503
Jupiter Florida 33477 5519
561 575 4575
 
 



From: Hal Agar
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida ...NO!
Date: Thursday, October 30, 2014 9:46:49 AM

I have registered my objections with the Federal Railroad Administration and
 I wish to espress the same to you.
It is incredulous that the entire project is even being considered as it will
 totally impact the quality of life in all the small towns on the Treasure Coast.
 The frequency of the trains is beyond comprehension and there is no
 possibility that passenger usage will come anywhere near the numbers
 predicted...PLEASE, GET REAL!
Emergency services, noise pollution, property values...everything will be
 negatively impacted. It will bring an end to maritime interests on our beautiful
 rivers. The train tracks themselves are a huge concern, they are OLD and the
 trestle bridges now in operation appear to be very marginal. It is disastger
 waiting to happen.
Take your high speed trains to the western corridor ...and try three trains a
 day...there will be empty seats.
Virginia and Harold Agar
Palm City

mailto:vpagar@hotmail.com
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From: Jones, Raymond (FECR.HIA)
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida / Draft Environment Impact Statement (DEIS) Comment Period - September 19 - December 3,

 2014
Date: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 1:52:07 PM

                                                                                                                                              Raymond J. Jones
                                                                                                            18439 NW 9 Street
                                                                                                            Pembroke Pines,
 Florida 33029
 
                                                                                                            October 21, 2014
 
 
Mr. John Winkle
Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE Room W38-311
Washington, DC 20590
 

All Aboard Florida / Draft Environment Impact Statement (DEIS) Comment Period

To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing you to show my support for the proposed Private Sector, All Aboard Florida
 intercity passenger rail service being proposed by Florida East Coast Industries to operate
 between Orlando and Miami. I am a resident of Pembroke Pines, Florida and was born and
 raised in South Florida.  This project has the potential of improving our State, increasing
 revenues and reducing vehicular traffic on our crowded highways and adds jobs for our
 residents.

All Aboard Florida will add nearly $3.5 billion in GDP to the state of Florida’s economy. In
 addition, over the next eight years the project will generate an estimated $2 billion in labor
 income and over $600 million in tax revenues for Federal, State, and Local governments.

Beyond the economic benefit, a significant number of jobs will be generated. During the first
 two years of rail-line construction (between 2014 and 2016) the project is expected to
 create more than 10,000 jobs on average per year. Beyond 2016 construction and
 operations of the rail-line and transit-orientated development (TOD) will support an
 estimated 5,000 jobs annually through 2021. Once construction is complete the rail-line
 and TOD operations will support over 2,000 permanent jobs.

All Aboard Florida will connect Miami and Orlando in just under three hours with
 intermediate stops in Fort Lauderdale and West Palm Beach. The project will represent for
 the State two complementary businesses – passenger rail service and millions of square
 feet of transit-oriented development, including a mix of hospitality, commercial and
 residential, surrounding the proposed three South Florida stations.

All Aboard Florida passenger rail system is of significant importance to the State of
 Florida’s economic development and to all of the regions serviced by the multimodal mass
 transportation. The benefits accrued to the State and to the counties serviced along the
 corridor go well beyond the quantifications of economic impact by encouraging further
 business development and providing support to key Florida industries such as travel and
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 hospitality, while also improving the mobility of the labor force.

 

In addition to job creation and the significant tax revenues the project will generate, All
 Aboard Florida will serve the transportation needs of the 9 million residents along the
 corridor, along with the 50 million who already travel between and within the project’s
 planned route on an annual basis. Additional positive impacts generated by the project
 include:

Enhancing Florida’s infrastructure resources. Through private investment, All
 Aboard Florida passenger service will increase the efficiency of, and enhance and
 improve the existing rail corridor established by Henry Flagler a century ago.

Relief for the region’s roads and environment. The service will remove
 approximately 3 million vehicles annually from Florida roads, resulting in less traffic
 congestion; a decrease in green gas emissions and fuel consumption; and a
 reduction for taxpayer funding to build and maintain already challenged road
 systems.

Revitalization for South Florida’s downtown centers. The project will bring
 revitalization to the urban cores of Miami, Fort Lauderdale and West Palm Beach, as
 each downtown station location serves as a hub for optimum connectivity to area
 shopping, dining, hotels and attractions, fueling growth and catalyzing the urban
 regeneration of each city.

Increased tourism within the State. With visitors to Florida expected to reach 100
 million, and 6 million new residents to the State expected by 2020, All Aboard Florida
 will connect four large tourist destinations and population centers, offering an easy,
 convenient and comfortable solution to moving more people within Central and
 South Florida.

The Project would have the beneficial impact of removing 335,628 auto vehicle trips per
 year from the regional roadway network in 2016 and 1.2 million vehicles in 2019. The
 Project would also have beneficial environmental effects, such as traffic diversion from I-95
 and other highways, economic growth, air quality improvements and energy consumption
 improvements during operation.
 

                                                                                                Sincerely,

 

                                                                                                Raymond J. Jones

 



From: larry allman
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida / Treasure Coast
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 8:56:08 AM

Dear AAF:

As a long time resident and homeowner on the Treasure Coast, specifically Port St. Lucie, I
 am appalled and frightened at the damage, inconvenience and danger which AAF poses to our
 beloved community.  32 trains per day, rumbling through on insufficient tracks and unsafe
 intersections--this is a nightmare waiting to happen, being forced through by big money
 interests and Republican lobbyists.

We, all of us here, are opposed to this monstrous, misguided, profoundly region wrecking
 plan.

Stop this, or move the tracks west so that there is no damage to our wonderful, safe,
 harmonious Treasure Coast.

Thank you for your courtesy and consideration.

Larry Allman
6258 Alexandria Circle
Ft. Pierce, Fla.  34982

mailto:allman.larry@gmail.com
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From: John Bartlett
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida a bad idea
Date: Wednesday, October 29, 2014 6:52:35 AM

All Aboard Florida is a very bad idea for several reasons:
 
    The safety factor of high speed trains careening through populated areas is
 obvious....derailments, wandering wildlife or pets, defective crossing warnings, etc.
 
    The disruption of traffic is a factor, especially if you are on the wrong side of the
 tracks from the hospital in an emergency. The rail traffic is not spread over a 24
 hour window but is mostly during times of traffic congestion. In some aras it is
 actually causing traffic to be rerouted.
 
    The noise pollution from the added trains in populated areas to the already freight
 scheduled trains will be a factor effecting normal life but also lowering property
 values.
 
   Increased rail traffic adding to the bridge closings will adversely effect marine
 traffic as the rules for bridge closings are different from automobile closings as far
 as time of traffic disruptions
 
    The financial burden to local towns to maintain safety procedures at crossings is
 unfair to taxpayers to say nothing of the devalued properties along the tracks.
 
One must believe there are other factors not obvious. Is AAF parent company doing
 this simply to get the loans to enhance the tracks so more and longer freight trains
 can be accommodated? How many jobs will really be created in the long haul and
 will this actually be a plus to the big city economies to out weigh the
 burdens created.
 
AAF is a private for profit company trying to operate on the backs of the local
 citizens. It is wrong and should be stopped.
 
John R Bartlett
1125 Harbor Links Circle
Vero Beach, FL 32967 
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From: Chri
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida along the Treasure Coast
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 7:31:30 PM

I am pro development but have concerns regarding AAF disrupting the quality of life on the Treasure Coast.
It is my hope that this project can be moved west of I-95.
There are neighborhoods that have been in place for generation that would be extremely adversely affected.
Would you be responsible to build noise barriers?
There has been little to no information on the how's and why's and the public has a right to know the plan you have.
Respectfully,
Christopher A. Long

Sent from my iPad
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From: hkumpf3474@AOL.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: hkumpf3474@aol.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida and its Impact on our family
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:21:39 PM

Dear Sirs, ANY increase in rail traffic in Stuart, Fl will have a very negative, direct impact on the Kumpf
 family! Let me tell
                 you how:
                 Our main hospital/medical complex is east of the present tracks through downtown Stuart.
 On three occasions
                 family members have been transported to the Emergency Room. I, myself suffered a heart
 attack (911 call)
                 and needed to cross the tracks without delay. Our son suffered an accidental back injury
 requiring immediate
                 transportation, again across the tracks.
                 We live in a gated community, just over a mile from the tracks. Homes in our development
 range from$ 400-500K.
                 Many have invested their life savings or both principals work. We very occasionally will hear
 the few freight
                 trains pass through. With the increased train traffic stated by AAF this will decrease our home
 values to say
                 nothing about the quality of life we will have to endure.
                 Downtown Stuart and its many positive attractions and the small town ambience will not only
 be compromised
                 but probably be destroyed. I will not dwell on the horrific negative environmental cost to air and
 water quality.  
                 TELL ME, HOW CAN AN ENTITY IMPACT SO MANY LIVES ON THIS COASTAL AREA AND
 OFFER NOTHING
                 TO ITS CITIZENS???  THIS IS A TRAVESTY!!
                  I would suggest that AAF take its freight business and run tracks in the far west of these
 coastal counties and
                  consider such tracks and traffic as a cost of doing business.
 
hkumpf3474@AOL.com
hkumpf3474@aol.com
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From: John Krivosheyff
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida as planned is a disaster waiting to happen - needs to be moved west!
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 3:03:39 PM

Dear Sir,

In these modern time, I can't understand how you could even consider sending a passenger hi-
speed rail system through a coastal populated area. We already have daily rail service from
 Miami to Orlando with Amtrak. Regardless of what your impact study says, do you truly
 realize the devastating ramifications of such a rail system through our communities?

Let's take a look at the potential hazards to our citizens -

Increase in rail traffic will impact emergency vehicles east and west access
Marine accidents will increase as a result of limited bridge raise times
Rail crossing accidents with vehicles will increase - I guarantee it!

Not to mention all of the clear negatives to the project - Noise, vibration, pollution, devaluing
 real estate and the potential hazards to both people and wildlife.

I beg you to look west for this project, such as a rail passenger route along I-95 or Florida
 Turnpike. A route that won't interfere with east west traffic intersections.

Please use some urban planning skills and plan for the future with this proposed project.  This
 project needs to get out of the coastal communities and move to the west.

We all feel All Aboard Florida is destined for failure from a practical business standpoint and
 is a front or scheme to gain more rail freight lines from the Port of Miami and Port Everglades
 as the Panama Canal is widened and the Chinese build their new canal in Nicaragua.  

Do the right thing, the negatives outnumber the positives with the current proposed All
 Aboard Florida route. Plan for the future and move the route to the west.

Respectfully,

John Krivosheyff
Fort Pierce, Florida  
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From: Robert Snow
To: laurence.reisman@tcpalm.com; AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida by the numbers
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 8:58:18 AM

Lets do the math. Sixteen round trips per day. Thats 32 times a train will pass through our
 towns per day. It would be reasonable to assume that the cross-track traffic will be stopped for
 10 minutes per train. Most of the trains will run from 6am to 6pm (12 hours). That means that
 there will be a train every 30 minutes or so. Twenty minutes of every hour cross-track traffic
 will be stopped or over five hours per day traffic will be impacted. FIVE HOURS PER DAY!
 People (including me) get upset if they hit one train a week. You have to give us something
 for our inconvenience. Maybe a stop in Stuart. So what if its not so fast.

Bob Snow
Stuart, FL
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From: Chris Fanelli
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida cannot be investigated by the Federal Railroad Administration- This is a gross conflict of

 interest!
Date: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 2:35:02 PM
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From: james papa
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida comment
Date: Sunday, November 9, 2014 3:56:55 PM

We wish to express that we do not wish to have All Aboard Florida to
 become an everyday occurrence in our "backyard".  Our backyard is the
 City of Sebastian, which we love, and do not want the dangerous situation
 of 32 trains per day at our RR crossings and running through our
 neighborhoods.  The people of Sebastian have nothing to gain from this
 except nuisance, delays and dangerous situations regarding emergency
 vehicles that need to cross the RR tracks to gain access to the many
 neighborhoods west of the FEC tracks. 

We also do not believe that this high speed rail commuter will be very
 popular with the residents on the east coast of Florida and 16 round trips
 per day seems excessive.

James and Genevieve Papa
Sebastian, FL   
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From: MARK MINTER
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida Comment
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 10:42:49 AM

I’m very excited about All Aboard Florida connecting regions of Florida with advanced high-
speed train transportation. It’s a great invest in our future for the economy, tourism, 
communities and modernizing the train service we currently have. 

I know many residents may have issues with the noise due to their location near the tracks, but
 it can only improve with the technology. And any train would make noise, as does highways, 
roads and airports. Small sacrifice in the name of progress, or they can move to any other 
location away from the tracks.

I think this is a great advancement for all Florida citizens and for our future.

Mark Minter

_______________________
Mark Minter
9729 Osprey Isles Blvd
West Palm Beach, FL 33412
T 516.626.4070
C 516.568.5819
markminter@mac.com
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From: Katie Lydon
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida comment
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 7:53:28 AM

I wouldl ike to voice our concerns about All Aboard Florida's high-seed passenger rail
 service.  The quality of life and the environment would be severely impacted along the
 Treasure Coast.  Also of concern are safety issues and traffic.  Moving the tracks west is a
 viable option.
 
Katherine Lydon
Ed Walker
Palm City,FL
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From: Jim Ratterree
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida comment
Date: Friday, October 17, 2014 10:25:12 AM

The negatives of this proposal far outweigh the positives.

The track is in the wrong place.  It runs right through the middle of most every one of the cities along the way.  The
 amount of noise, vibration, and traffic disturbance is going to present a constant nuisance every time a train passes
 through.

We could perhaps live with this thing if there were many - MANY - fewer trains during the day.

I can't see any way that they could be profitable with the current proposal of 32 trains per day.  There simply will
 not be enough passengers to create a sizeable load.

We enjoy our small and quiet towns.  Please re-route this thing away from our city.

James W. Ratterree
2927 N/W St Lucie Lane
Stuart, FL  34994

mailto:jimrat11@yahoo.com
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From: Ted Bowers
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: laurence.reisman@tcpalm.com
Subject: All Aboard Florida Comment
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 7:41:24 PM

To whom it may concern,
 
I am writing comments on the proposed All Aboard Florida rail enhancements for several reasons.
 
As a recent transplant from the Chicago area to the Treasure Coast, I am really concerned for the
 people of this unique area, rich in heritage, and who deserve to have a chance at better planned
 growth.
 
Little is known by the general population here of the tremendous negative economic impact that
 would result from having a lot of extra rail freight trains and high speed passenger trains blast
 through this pristine culture.
 
Better locations for the kind of rail traffic proposed certainly are available rather than carving
 through the precious East Coast communities who are not even being considered for rail stops
 beneficial to them.
 
Freight traffic and high speed passenger service should be located in areas along interstates and
 freeways in the country where they would least affect the local citizenry. 
 
Certainly better planning should be done and proposals made by our State and Local Governments
 that have the interest of our citizens first and foremost as their obligation, rather than that of
 concern over profits of big corporations whose plans may destroy the citizens interests.
 
Let’s not turn Florida into another Illinois whose people flee at the rate of 1 every 9 minutes, not to
 mention the exodus of small businesses.
Best Regards,
 
Ted Bowers
A Concerned Newcomer
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